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PREFACE 


My  awareness  of  the  need  for  this  book  was  made  clear 
to  me  when  I  conducted  a  seminar  on  this  subject  at 
Oberlin  College.  No  small  credit  is  deserved  by  the 
members  of  that  seminar  for  exciting  my  further  ex- 
plorations into  the  issues  that  it  uncovered.  The  pro- 
cess continued  while  I  was  teaching  in  the  summer 
session  at  Union  Theological  Seminary  in  New  York 
City. 

In  the  early  stages  of  writing,  Prof.  Ralph  Potter, 
of  Harvard  University,  prodded  and  inspired  me  to 
finish  as  quickly  as  I  could.  Several  individuals,  includ- 
ing students,  read  a  penultimate  version.  Among  those 
whose  helpful  comments  I  must  particularly  acknowl- 
edge are  the  Reverend  William  Cook,  National  Field 
Director  of  the  Council  on  Religion  and  International 
Affairs;  Dr.  Alan  Geyer,  Director  of  International  Re- 
lations, Council  for  Christian  Social  Action,  United 
Church  of  Christ;  Dr.  Roger  Shinn,  William  Dodge 
Professor  of  Applied  Christianity  at  Union  Theologi- 
cal Seminary;  and  Dr.  H.  Thomas  Frank,  an  Oberlin 
colleague.  While  it  is  always  true  that  an  author  must 
take  responsibility  for  the  final  product,  it  is  especially 
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necessary  in  this  case.  The  comments  of  these  men  were 
helpful  in  no  small  measure  because  their  approach  to 
these  problems  comes  out  of  a  stance  somewhat  differ- 
ent from  my  own. 

E.  L.  L.,  Jr. 
Oherlin,  Ohio 
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INTRODUCTION 


On  a  Sunday  morning  in  the  fall  of  1967  an  otherwise 
little  known  Episcopal  rector  created  a  national  stir  by 
interrupting  a  sermon  and  asking  the  President  of  the 
United  States,  who  was  worshiping  in  his  congrega- 
tion, to  give  "some  logical,  straightforward  explana- 
tion" for  the  involvement  of  the  United  States  in  the 
Vietnam  war.  The  news  wires  buzzed.  The  rector  was 
criticized  by  some  for  "exquisite  bad  taste";  he  was  de- 
fended by  others  for  voicing  a  profound  public  hunger 
for  a  greater  understanding  of  national  policy. 

At  almost  the  same  time  a  group  of  clergymen  at 
a  national  conference  on  the  church  and  society,  acting 
as  individuals,  called  on  young  men  to  resist  the  draft 
by  means  of  civil  disobedience.  Declaring  the  war  in 
Vietnam  "unjust,"  these  clergymen,  including  many 
in  the  ecclesiastical  "establishment"  of  their  day,  were 
implying  a  need  for  the  Christian  church  to  make  an 
"all-out"  protest  against  national  policy,  even  to  the 
poirit  of  disobeying  laws. 

A  few  days  after  his  visit  to  the  church  the  Presi- 
dent answered  the  rector  by  saying  at  a  news  confer- 
ence, "Our  aims  in  Vietnam  have  been  very  clear  from 
the  beginning."  He  mused  to  the  effect  that  "even  all 
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the  preachers  in  the  country  had  heard  about  [them]." 
He  might  have  turned  the  tables  and  asked  the  preach- 
ers for  "some  logical,  straightforward  explanation"  of 
their  criteria  for  judging  the  recent  military  operations 
of  our  country  to  be  "unjust."  If  the  rector  was  right 
in  demanding  a  logically  compelling  justification  in 
political  terms  for  our  involvement  in  Southeast  Asia, 
would  not  the  President  have  been  right  in  demanding 
a  logically  compelling  explanation  in  moral  terms  Jor 
a  policy  of  dissent  and  disobedience? 

These  two  incidents  are  but  isolated  events  in  a 
continuing  debate  that  has  been  marked  by  perplexity 
and  attended  by  turmoil.  People  on  both  sides  have 
been  more  adamant  in  their  convictions  than  articulate 
in  their  reasoning.  They  appeal  to  moral  premises  with- 
out engaging  in  moral  reasoning.  Although  each  group 
sometimes  asks  the  other  for  explanation,  more  often 
one  badgers  the  other  with  slogans^  epithets,  picket 
signs,  or  implications  of  bad  faith. 

The  political  and  moral  assumptions  guiding 
twenty  years  or  more  of  opposition  to  international 
Communism  no  longer  receive  unquestioned  support. 
A  generation  that  experienced  Communism  as  a  great 
international  threat  managed  by  military  control  from 
one  center  is  now  becoming  old  and  even  passing  away. 
In  some  cases  even  its  representatives  have  come  to 
question  the  perpetual  efficacy  of  a  policy  of  contain- 
ment based  upon  a  professed  willingness  to  shower 
"massive  retaliation"  against  any  Communist  country 
engaged  in  expansion  by  coercion.  Moreover,  as  a 
younger  generation  knows,  the  policy  of  containment 
has  not  been  entirely  efiPective,  the  Communist  world 
is  no  longer  a  simple  monolith,  and  the  last  fifteen  years 
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have  been  given  over  to  extinguishing  small  fires  on  the 
periphery  of  great  conflict  areas  rather  than  holding 
inflexible  lines  in  an  international  status  quo  composed 
of  only  two  great  power  blocs. 

What  is  even  more  striking  is  the  extent  to  which 
the  contemporary  debate  has  moved  from  considera- 
tions of  policy  alone  to  a  renewed  appeal  to  conscience 
and  moral  criteria.  The  situation  breaks  upon  us  fol- 
lowing a  long  period  in  which  some  churches  have 
simply  desired  to  provide  a  spiritual  sanctuary  above 
the  enigmas  and  evils  of  the  world.  And  many  others, 
even  in  understandable  efforts  to  be  politically  relevant, 
have  failed  to  engage  in  a  sustained  explanation  of  the 
moral  implications  of  either  participation  in  war  or 
conscientious  objection  to  war.  The  resulting  motiva- 
tional turmoil  is  enormous  and  racks  the  spirit  of  the 
country.  Young  men  of  military  age  are  frequently 
faced  with  decisions  about  these  matters  without  ever 
having  heard  them  discussed  in  schools,  churches,  or 
synagogues.  Silence  in  public  schools  is  understand- 
able; in  the  churches,  inexcusable. 

This  volume  is  written  to  help  all  of  us  to  think 
more  searchingly  about  the  agonizing  problems  raised 
by  war — and  about  the  moral  issues  confronting  young 
men  who  face  military  service.  The  issues  explored 
are  heightened  but  not  exhausted  by  a  particular  con- 
flict. Wars  of  insurgency  fought  under  jungle  condi- 
tions in  underdeveloped  nations  raise  the  moral  prob- 
lems of  war  in  new  forms.  Many  regard  such  conditions 
as  rendering  military  enterprises  so  destructive  of  civil 
order  as  to  make  them  both  repugnant  and  indefensible. 

While  the  discussion  does  not  ignore  questions  of 
political  consequence,  it  directs  attention  mainly  to  the 
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problems  of  individual  conscience  in  confronting  alter- 
natives of  judgment,  decision,  and  opinion,  as  well  as 
alternatives  of  action,  available  under  national  policy. 
With  respect  to  the  moral  issues  its  purpose  is  more  to 
examine  than  to  advocate,  more  to  explain  than  to  ex- 
hort. It  ends,  however,  with  a  plea  for  the  nation  to 
expand  the  freedom  available  to  men  of  many  convic- 
tions so  that  they  may  all  relate  constructively  to  the 
needs  of  these  times  and  to  one  another  in  the  midst 
of  rending  diversities. 

The  appeals  for  individual  moral  authenticity 
which  have  arisen  in  our  time  have  not  always  been 
couched  in  the  traditional  idiom  of  Christian  faith. 
Some  readers  may  wish  to  translate  what  is  written 
here  to  the  language  of  another  world  view.  But  re- 
gardless of  the  language,  the  problems  to  be  faced  and 
the  decisions  to  be  made  will  not  be  fundamentally 
different  from,  or  less  difficult  than,  those  confronting 
the  Christian  conscience.  Every  sensitive  individual 
must  make  his  own  conscientious  response  to  these 
matters  in  the  light  of  that  which  makes  the  most  au- 
thentic claims  upon  his  loyalties. 
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I.  THE  CHANGING 
NATURE  OF  WAR 


The  news  broadcast  finished  with  its  daily  account  of 
the  fighting.  The  story  this  time  was  about  the  evacua- 
tion of  an  entire  village  and  its  subsequent  destruction. 
All  the  inhabitants  had  been  ordered  at  gunpoint  to 
pack  within  thirty  minutes  for  transport  to  a  refugee 
center.  As  the  last  helicopter  lifted  off  the  ground, 
demolition  was  begun  and  the  town  reduced  to  rubble. 
A  veteran  of  the  Second  World  War  sighed: 
"When  I  fought  we  did  not  destroy  towns  like  that.  We 


1 


WAR    AND    CONSCIENCE    IN    AMERICA 

only  searched  out  the  snipers  and  rounded  up  the  col- 
laborators. We  left  the  village  to  serve  the  needs  of 
simple  people  w^ho  could  do  us  no  harm." 

"But  war  is  different  now,"  retorted  his  son,  fresh 
home  from  basic  training.  "We  must  destroy  whole 
towns  in  order  to  secure  an  area.  In  guerrilla  warfare 
the  insurgents  infiltrate  everything.  Moreover,  you 
cannot  tell  who  is  a  member  of  the  opposition  and  who 
is  loyal  to  your  side.  To  leave  anything  to  chance  is  to 
threaten  the  safety  of  the  entire  area." 

This  conversation  illustrates  the  moral  perplexity 
that  plagues  a  nation  engaged  in  a  new  type  of  war. 
Those  responsible  for  the  fighting  seem  driven  by  the 
realities  of  circumstance  to  justify  horrendous  stra- 
tegies to  win  against  a  fluid,  treacherous,  and  persistent 
foe.  Those  accustomed  to  the  restraints  of  civilization, 
even  in  the  conduct  of  war,  are  revolted  by  the  mea- 
sures that  seem  necessary  to  deal  with  such  realities. 
They  are  impelled  to  question  the  legitimacy  of  war- 
fare when  its  very  pursuit  seems  to  demand  the  disre- 
gard of  so  many  human  sensitivities. 

"We  must  protect  peoples  from  aggression,"  runs 
a  common  defense  of  our  role  in  Southeast  Asia.  The 
moral  principle  to  which  this  appeals  has  been  honored 
by  civilized  men  since  the  advent  of  ethical  reflection. 
The  actions  by  which  it  is  implemented  are  now,  like 
napalm,  intensified  and  frightening. 

"We  are  fighting  an  unjust  war,"  runs  the  coun- 
tercharge. The  situation  referred  to  is  as  fresh  as  the 
morning  newspaper.  The  category  for  evaluating  it  is 
as  old  as  Christendom. 

Each  new  war  poses  old  moral  issues  in  new  ways. 
The  soldier  in  Vietnam  uses  entirely  different  weapons, 
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has  been  trained  under  quite  different  conditions,  and 
thinks  of  his  task  with  different  imagery  than  did  the 
medieval  knight  on  a  crusade  in  the  Holy  Land.  But 
he  may  employ  some  of  the  same  moral  reasoning  in 
defense  of  what  he  is  doing  as  did  his  counterpart  in 
shining  armor.  Similarly,  today's  conscientious  objector 
in  alternative  civilian  service  relates  very  differently  to 
his  nation  than  did  a  persecuted  early  Christian,  but 
his  decision  to  refuse  the  use  of  the  sword  may  rest  on 
the  same  reasoning  as  that  used  in  apostolic  times. 

Several  factors  have  given  modern  war  its  present 
character.  Nations  today  do  not  submit  their  actions  to 
scrutiny  by  a  higher  political  or  moral  authority.  Nei- 
ther the  United  Nations  nor  the  combined  voices  of 
several  church  bodies  seem  able  to  deter  nations  de- 
termined to  pursue  policies  they  believe  to  be  in  their 
self-interest.  War  today  is  fought  with  weapons  whose 
destructive  efficiency  staggers  the  imaginations  even  of 
those  who  have  been  reared  on  science  fiction  and 
comic  strips.  Field  combat  today  is  crude,  ugly,  and 
gruesome,  and  may  well  be  more  gory  than  anything 
known  in  the  past.  Finally,  within  recent  years  we  have 
seen  gross  violations  of  the  international  rules  of  war — 
torture,  brainwashing  of  prisoners,  and  disregard  for 
the  traditional  procedures  and  rules  of  military  con- 
flict. War  is  now  a  technically  escalated  primitivism 
that  casts  every  moral  issue  into  bold  relief. 

The  Impact  of  National  Sovereignty 

Modem  war  is  waged  by  the  nation-state,  either 
independently  or  in  consort  with  other  nation-states. 
The  nation-state  possesses  the  right  and  power  to  wage 
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war  and  no  analysis  of  the  conditions  and  morality  of 
modern  warfare  can  ignore  this  sovereignty.  Its  conse- 
quences are  legion  both  for  the  making  of  policy  and 
for  the  emotional  loyalties  associated  with  the  military 
enterprise. 

In  thinking  about  political  responsibilities,  lead- 
ers and  moralists  alike  must  proceed  as  citizens  of 
nation-states.  Americans  must  ask  themselves  about 
their  task  as  Americans;  Englishmen,  about  their  task 
as  Englishmen.  Even  those  alliances  formed  by  na- 
tions of  a  common  purpose  hark  back  for  their  signifi- 
cance to  the  sovereignty  of  the  powers  that  constitute 
them.  Institutes  of  defense  analysis  ("think  tanks") 
are  usually  wedded  to  a  concept  of  national  self-interest 
and  seek  to  be  responsible  within  that  framework.  They 
know  they  cannot  change  or  alter  the  present  control  of 
mihtary  power  by  individual  nation-states  and  hence 
defend  the  touchstone  of  national  self-interest  as  rele- 
vant both  to  the  current  situation  and  to  the  wider 
interests  of  mankind. 

For  many  individuals  who  think  about  war  as  a 
problem  of  conscience  the  emotional  loyalties  engen- 
dered by  the  love  of  country  are  probably  more  deci- 
sive. When  men  say,  "My  country,  right  or  wrong," 
they  usually  have  in  mind  its  military  exploits  rather 
than  its  tax  pohcy  or  welfare  programs!  The  love  of 
country  has  the  same  power  to  attract  unqualified  sup- 
port for  armed  conflict  today  as  the  appeal  for  the  de- 
fense of  Christendom  had  in  the  times  of  the  Crusades. 
There  is  an  inevitably  monogamous  relationship  be- 
tween patriotic  ceremonies  and  military  symbolism. 

We  decry  this  when  we  see  it  manifested  in  the 
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thinking  and  behavior  of  other  nations.  Our  indignation 
is  kindled  when  we  find  them  singing  "Deutschland 
iiber  Alles"  or  refusing  to  submit  to  the  world  com- 
munity. But  this  kindled  wrath  betrays  our  own  pre- 
sumption of  righteousness  and  our  willingness  to  con- 
demn others  more  readily  than  we  criticize  ourselves. 
In  the  First  World  War  we  believed  atrocity  stories 
about  Germany  that  were  later  shown  to  be  unfounded. 
We  could  do  this  because  the  enemy  was  "another  kind 
of  nation."  Of  "another"  against  whom  we  fight  it  is 
possible  to  believe  anything,  particularly  reports  that 
serve  to  reinforce  moral  outrage. 

Atrocity  stories  about  enemies  have  long  ceased 
to  be  figments  only  of  the  nationalistic  imagination. 
Nazi  behavior  in  the  Second  World  War  exceeded  the 
worst  fabricated  portrayals  of  the  First  World  War. 
Treatment  of  political  enemies  has  demonstrated  that 
cruelty  can  be  a  commonplace.  Paradoxically  we  have 
often  responded  with  less  self-righteousness  to  the  real 
situations  than  we  did  to  imagined  ones. 

Both  the  imagined  atrocity  story  and  the  actual 
atrocities  stem  from  much  the  same  source.  The  one 
stems  from  a  patriotic  self-righteousness  that  engenders 
such  contempt  for  another  nation  as  to  regard  it  as 
capable  of  any  degree  of  moral  depravity.  The  other 
arises  when  regimes  of  state  acknowledge  no  require- 
ment of  moral  decency  and  no  standards  of  humane 
behavior  as  binding  upon  their  actions.  Both  are  in- 
stances of  nationalism  or  its  ideological  equivalent. 

The  role  of  the  nation-state  crucially  shapes  the 
moral  judgments  made  of  wartime  actions.  A  case 
study  in  point  is  saturation  bombing,  which  came  to  be 
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used  extensively  in  the  Second  World  War  by  the  very 
Allied  nations  that  had  strong  initial  scruples  about  its 
legitimacy. 

In  1937  Franco's  forces  attacked  a  Spanish  town 
of  Guernica  from  the  air  and  killed  many  unarmed 
civilians.  In  the  same  year  the  Japanese  bombed  Nan- 
king. The  Government  of  the  United  States  protested 
the  Japanese  action  by  declaring,  "This  Government 
holds  the  view  that  any  general  bombing  of  an  exten- 
sive area  wherein  there  resides  a  large  populace  en- 
gaged in  peaceful  pursuits  is  unwarranted  and  contrary 
to  the  principles  of  law  and  humanity."^  In  the  early 
stages  of  the  Second  World  War,  President  Roosevelt 
called  for  restraint  on  the  practice  of  obliteration 
bombing  and  declared  that  air  attacks  upon  helpless 
civilians  were  morally  unacceptable. 

It  was  the  inner  logic  of  war  and  not  a  deliberate 
change  in  moral  ideals  that  eroded  the  resolve  not  to 
bomb  targets  whose  destruction  also  entailed  the  an- 
nihilation of  civilians.  Even  though  the  German  air 
force  first  expanded  this  practice  at  Warsaw,  Rotter- 
dam, and  Coventry,  the  United  States  and  Britain  did 
not  strike  back  merely  in  a  moral  effort  to  "punish" 
such  conduct.  Policy  was  altered  as  a  consequence  of 
other  factors. 

The  Allies  began  by  bombing  military  targets 
with  precision  methods  that  largely  spared  civilians. 
But  they  soon  discovered  that  daytime  raids,  in  which 
precision  was  possible,  were  very  dangerous.  Nighttime 
raids  were  safer  but  less  precise.  The  Royal  Air  Force, 
which  had  suffered  painful  losses  with  early  daylight 
raids,  went  to  nighttime  bombing  while  the  United 
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States  Eighth  Air  Force  conducted  precision  daytime 
raids.  Both  Allies  came  to  support  the  practice  of  mass 
bombing  of  the  very  sort  that  had  earlier  received  un- 
qualified condemnation  by  American  political  leaders. 
An  article  by  Vera  Brittain  attacking  this  "Massacre  by 
Bombing"  met  very  hostile  public  response  in  March, 
1944. 

Military  considerations  also  led  to  a  change  of 
moral  outlook  in  tlie  fighting  against  Japan.  Our  bomb- 
ing of  Japan  began  with  high-altitude  precision  bomb- 
ing, but  General  LeMay  concluded  that  this  tactic  was 
not  yielding  adequate  results.  He  devised  the  massive 
incendiary  raid  against  a  whole  city.  These  raids  were 
justified  by  the  argument  that  the  productive  capacity 
of  Japan  was  scattered  throughout  its  cities,  making  it 
necessary  to  attack  civilians  in  order  to  knock  out  war 
factories.  This  change  of  tactics  was  defended  because 
it  helped  the  right  nation  to  win  the  war. 

In  addition  to  the  criticism  from  Miss  Brittain,  one 
Roman  Catholic  just  war  theorist  criticized  these  shifts 
of  strategy  as  morally  intolerable,  but  the  officials  re- 
sponsible stood  ready  to  defend  the  bombing  and  the 
general  public  was  obviously  prepared  to  condone  it. 
Obliteration  bombing  came  to  be  accepted  because 
strategic  necessity  combined  with  national  self-interest 
to  make  it  useful.  Moral  evaluations  called  into  ques- 
tion neither  factor.  We  have  been  living  with  this 
legacy  ever  since. 

These  transformations  in  our  conception  of  tol- 
erable practice  took  place  before  the  discovery  and 
manufacture  of  the  atomic  bomb.  They  contributed  to 
what  Robert  C.  Batchelder  has  called  "the  Irreversible 
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Decision"  to  use  that  bomb  in  the  massive  destruction 
of  two  cities.  Speaking  of  that  decision,  Batchelder  has 
concluded : 

The  assumptions  that  war  is  primarily  a  mihtary  mat- 
ter, that  war  is  now  total,  that  the  purpose  of  fighting 
a  war  is  to  achieve  mihtary  victory,  and  that  war  can 
end  in  victory  only  if  the  enemy  is  forced  to  surren- 
der unconditionally — these  came  to  be  accepted  as 
self-evident  and  unquestionable  truths  by  the  vast 
majority  of  the  American  people,  despite  the  fact 
that  such  axioms  stand  in  direct  contradiction  to  the 
main  stream  of  Christian  ethical  thought  about  war. 
Such  general  assumptions  about  modern  war  were  at 
least  as  important — if  not  more  so — in  the  shaping 
of  the  decision  to  drop  the  atomic  bomb  as  were  the 
ethical  considerations  consciously  brought  to  bear 
upon  that  particular  choice.  What  is  required  for  the 
future  is  not  only  that  proper  ethical  thinking  be 
applied  to  the  making  of  each  particular  policy  deci- 
sion affecting  nuclear  weapons.  It  is  even  more  im- 
portant that  our  whole  style  of  thinking  about  war  be 
such  that  these  particular  decisions  are  not — as 
in  1945 — morally  compromised  before  they  are 
reached.^ 


Atomic  and  Nuclear  Weapons 

The  mushroom  clouds  that  rose  over  two  Japanese 
cities  in  1945  have  become  symbols  of  a  larger  com- 
plex of  technical  developments  affecting  the  making 
of  war.  Much  discussion  has  taken  place  concerning 
Christian  imperatives  in  an  era  of  seemingly  ultimate 
weapons.  This  discussion  has  usually  occurred  on  the 
assumption  that  the  use  of  such  weapons  will  be  de- 
cisively significant  in  any  outbreak  of  future  hostilities. 
This  assumption  has  proven,  temporarily  at  least,  mis- 
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taken.  Since  the  advent  of  such  weapons  several  in- 
ternational conflicts  have  been  fought  with  conven- 
tional methods.  However,  there  is  always  the  possibility 
that  issues  examined  on  the  assumption  that  war  will 
entail  the  use  of  such  devices  may  arise.  The  nuclear 
stalemate  cannot  be  taken  for  granted  despite  its  per- 
sistence for  more  than  two  decades  of  cold  war  tension. 

The  possession  of  nuclear  weapons  has  been  a 
political  factor  in  an  international  order  held  together 
in  part  by  the  deterrent  effect  of  balanced  terror.  The 
resulting  "peace"  seems  successful  because  the  major 
powers  in  possession  of  such  threats  have  not  actually 
used  them.  Meanwhile,  atomic  and  nuclear  stockpiles 
have  not  diminished  despite  efforts  made  to  agree  about 
bans  upon  their  use. 

We  can  be  soberly  grateful  because  political  events 
have  managed  to  transpire  without  prompting  the  use 
of  atomic  and  nuclear  weapons  as  instruments  of  mili- 
tary action.  But  we  cannot  take  this  as  a  sign  that  the 
moral  questions  involved  in  the  possession  and  threat- 
ened use  of  these  weapons  have  been  solved. 

Throughout  a  long  debate  on  this  matter  men 
have  analyzed  the  issues  posed  by  atomic  weapons  with 
the  use  of  the  same  categories  that  have  been  unsuc- 
cessful for  resolving  the  question  of  war  in  general. 
One  group  has  argued  that  the  advent  of  nuclear  weap- 
ons means  that  war  must  be  forsworn  completely.  This 
judgment  has  come  most  easily  for  pacifists,  since  it 
represents  the  extension  of  their  convictions  to  a  new 
situation.  Armed  with  evidence  of  the  potentially  sui- 
cidal destruction  that  can  be  expected  in  a  nuclear 
conflagration,  the  pacifists  have  believed  that  idealistic 
and  pragmatic  considerations  now  coalesce  to  demand 
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the  abolition  of  all  war.  In  some  cases  they  have  pleaded 
for  nonviolence  and  in  other  cases  for  international 
law  as  a  feasible  means  of  resisting  evil  in  the  interna- 
tional arena,  but  in  either  case  they  have  declared  that 
"any  society  willing  to  commit  such  total  destruction 
[as  that  entailed  in  the  use  of  nuclear  weapons]  is  in 
utter  revolt  against  God's  purposes  in  the  creation, 
preservation  and  redemption  of  mankind."^ 

Others,  including  many  nonpacifists,  have  judged 
that  the  use  of  nuclear  weapons  should  be  forsworn  in 
advance.  Noting  the  close  relationship  between  oblit- 
eration bombing  and  nuclear  weapons,  these  conclude, 
along  with  Helmut  Gollwitzer,  that  "with  such  weap- 
ons it  is  impossible  to  conduct  a  war  for  the  defense  of 
justice,  as  in  former  times.  They  are  only  suitable  for 
a  war  which  tramples  all  justice  and  humanity  under- 
foot."^ 

The  Second  Vatican  Council  wrestled  at  great 
length  with  this  issue  in  the  light  of  traditional  Roman 
Catholic  teaching  about  war.  There  was  strong  senti- 
ment in  favor  of  declaring  that  the  use  of  nuclear 
weapons  entails  a  degree  of  destruction  that  exceeds  all 
reasonable  proportion  and  must  therefore  be  judged  as 
wicked.  The  final  declaration  first  mentions  the  mul- 
tiplication of  scientific  weapons  that  "can  inflict  mas- 
sive and  indiscriminate  destruction  far  exceeding  the 
bounds  of  legitimate  defense,"  and  then  declares:  "Any 
act  of  war  aimed  indiscriminately  at  the  destruction 
of  entire  cities  or  of  extensive  areas  along  with  their 
population  is  a  crime  against  God  and  man  himself. 
It  merits  unequivocal  and  unhesitating  condemna- 
tion."'^ 
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Some  of  those  who  have  concurred  in  the  argu- 
ment that  the  use  of  nuclear  weapons  for  obliteration 
bombing  in  a  future  war  can  never  be  justified  have, 
however,  found  themselves  unprepared  to  abandon 
nuclear  deterrence.  They  have  tried  to  reject  the  use  of 
the  nuclear  bomb  for  the  future  while  accepting  the 
continued  possession  of  the  weapon  as  a  temporary 
means  of  balancing  the  power  of  other  nations  in  a 
position  to  blackmail  the  world  with  it.  The  difficulty 
involved  in  trying  to  possess  the  bomb  as  a  deterrent 
while  doubting  the  moral  validity  of  its  use  in  any 
future  conflict  has  been  frankly  acknowledged  by  John 
C.  Bennett: 

It  would  be  less  than  candid  if  I  did  not  admit  a 
real  difficulty  that  I  feel,  ...  If  the  points  that  I 
shall  now  make  should  be  greatly  emphasized  in  our 
country,  the  effect  might  be  some  lessening  of  the 
power  and  the  capacity  for  maneuver  of  the  United 
States  and  other  nations  which  are  seeking  to  balance 
the  power  of  the  Communist  nations.  One  could  feel 
less  inner  conffict  about  this  matter  if  there  were  in 
the  Soviet  Union  and  China  freedom  for  this  kind  of 
utterance.  I  beheve,  however,  that  those  who  share 
the  views  which  I  shall  present  should  not  keep  silent 
even  though  what  they  say  may  have  some  undesired 
eflfects.  We  are  dealing  with  a  dilemma.  If  we  cover 
up  the  depth  of  the  problem  on  one  side  of  this  di- 
lemma, there  is  certain  to  be  a  measure  of  bhndness 
to  this  side  of  our  pohcy.^ 

Herman  Kahn  has  challenged  the  legitimacy  or 
possibility  of  maintaining  such  a  "bluff"  vdth  nuclear 
deterrence.  Writing  from  assumptions,  often  shared 
by  political  analysts,  that  modern  man  has  ceased  to 
permit  moral  considerations  to  enter  into  military  de- 
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cisions,  Kahn  has  concluded  that  a  strategy  of  "bluff 
deterrence"  is  politically  impossible  to  carry  off — at 
least  in  a  free  society.  Military  planning  must  accept 
the  fact  that  any  premature  abdication  of  thermonu- 
clear defense  can  only  invite  destructive  consequences 
for  all  that  Americans  hold  dear.  We  must,  he  has 
argued,  accept  the  legitimacy  of  planning  for  a  nuclear 
conflict  and  make  serious  plans  for  partial  survival. 
Only  by  doing  so  can  we  make  a  potential  enemy  take 
our  possession  of  nuclear  weapons  as  a  serious  deter- 
rent.^ 

Yet  another  line  of  reasoning  finds  nuclear  weap- 
ons to  be  morally  unacceptable  only  if  used  in  massive 
obliteration  bombing  or  the  threatened  use  of  such 
bombing.  If  nuclear  power  can  be  harnessed  to  strate- 
gic devices  aimed  with  discrimination  at  military  tar- 
gets, it  raises  no  new  moral  problems.  This  is  the  bur- 
den of  Paul  Ramsey's  observation  that  "counterforce 
nuclear  war  is  the  upper  limit  of  rational,  politically 
purposive  military  action."^  Rather  than  outdating  war 
on  moral  grounds,  nuclear  weapons  of  this  sort  become 
important  aspects  of  the  balance  of  power  that  deters 
men  from  unjust  aggression. 

With  the  advent  of  land  wars  in  underdeveloped 
parts  of  the  world  our  frustration  is  heightened  by  our 
possession  of  nuclear  weapons.  Not  only  do  these  weap- 
ons fail  to  resolve  the  moral  problems,  they  complicate 
our  political  resolves.  We  have  frequently  hoped  that 
threats  of  "massive  retaliation"  would  preserve  peace 
by  making  aggressors  think  twice  before  overrunning 
others.  Instead,  they  have  driven  others  to  erode  peace 
through  little  campaigns  that  are  never  massive  enough 
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to  be  answered  massively.  The  torturous  choice  in- 
volved in  the  morality  of  war  persists  with  new  com- 
plications. We  have  to  limit  ourselves  in  practice  to 
conventional  means  of  warfare  that  are  ugly,  dirty,  and 
discouraging  and  in  which  our  technical  superiority  is 
rendered  impotent  by  moral  reservations  we  cannot  in 
good  conscience  ignore. 

An  Instance  of  Limited  War 

The  conflict  in  Korea  was  the  first  international 
dispute  of  the  nuclear  age  to  involve  the  United  States 
in  a  major  use  of  military  power.  The  memories  of  the 
Second  World  War  were  vivid  and  the  fear  of  nuclear 
warfare  strong.  Hope  for  the  success  of  the  United 
Nations — still  in  its  infancy — ran  high.  International 
Communism  was  assumed  to  be  expansionist  by  defini- 
tion and  the  tensions  and  lines  of  the  cold  war  were 
drawn  with  clarity  under  the  Truman  Doctrine.  The 
United  States  was  prepared  to  fight  a  war,  but  only 
providing  it  did  not  get  too  big.  There  was  no  mood  to 
mobilize  for  total  conflict  such  as  marked  the  Allied 
cause  in  the  two  world  wars. 

There  was,  of  course,  intense  debate  about  the 
Korean  conflict.  The  debate  arose  from  the  discontent 
in  several  segments  of  American  society  with  the  limi- 
tations inherent  in  pursuing  police  action  in  consort 
with  other  members  of  the  United  Nations.  These 
critics  detested  President  Truman's  steadfast  refusal  to 
permit  the  conflict  to  escalate  into  a  war  that  might  en- 
tail a  land  conflict  with  China  or  the  use  of  atomic 
weapons. 
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They  called  it  "Truman's  Folly"  and  "the  war  we 
didn't  fight  to  win."  They  hailed  it  as  the  salvation  of 
the  United  Nations  and  the  turning  point  in  the 
struggle  against  Communist  expansion,  damned  it  as 
"the  mess  in  Korea,"  and  made  it  the  most  over- 
worked and  unsettled  issue  in  the  repertoire  of  parlor 
orators.  It  was  the  most  disheartening  and  frustrat- 
ing, the  coldest  and  dreariest,  the  least  inspiring  and 
least  popular  war  in  American  history.  Yet  it  was,  for 
the  United  States  and  its  United  Nations  allies,  an 
effort  of  high  purpose  and  the  most  selfless  idealism, 
earnestly  dedicated  to  the  preservation  of  peace  and 
freedom.^ 

The  Korean  conflict  brought  new  dimensions  to 
international  conflict.  It  was  frequently  referred  to  as 
"police  action,"  partly  because  it  was  a  joint  under- 
taking vdth  the  United  Nations  and  partly  because 
military  strategy  was  deliberately  limited  by  political 
considerations.  The  symbol  of  this  perplexity  and  frus- 
tration was  the  policy  disagreement  that  arose  between 
President  Truman  and  General  MacArthur  over  the 
proper  response  that  should  be  made  to  the  entry  of 
Chinese  troops  into  the  conflict.  General  MacArthur, 
standing  in  a  long  tradition  of  American  military 
thinking,  offered  the  Chinese  a  battlefield  truce,  but 
threatened  to  extend  the  bounds  of  the  conflict  if  his 
offer  was  rejected.  President  Truman,  having  decided 
to  hold  hostilities  to  those  acts  necessary  to  protect  that 
portion  of  Korea  lying  south  of  the  38th  parallel,  and 
sensing  the  policy  disagreements  between  himself  and 
MacArthur,  relieved  one  of  the  most  popularly  illus- 
trious generals  in  recent  American  history  of  his  com- 
mand. 

This  action  struck  directly  at  a  psychology  of  war 
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that  has  been  part  of  American  attitudes  for  decades. 
Traditionally  we  have  fought  to  win — decisively, 
quickly,  and  without  deference  to  the  cautious  sensi- 
tivities of  international  bodies.  We  see  ourselves  as 
destined  to  punish,  not  merely  to  stop,  aggression — to 
destroy  a  nation  that  offends  international  law,  not 
merely  to  make  it  retreat  to  the  line  from  which  it  em- 
barks on  aggression.  A  nation  of  zealots  might  not  have 
accepted  the  Truman  action  had  not  the  fear  of  nu- 
clear warfare  hung  like  a  sword  of  Damocles  over  the 
world.  There  was  no  mood  for  a  global  confrontation 
with  the  other  side  even  though  there  was  little  in  the 
way  of  supportive  understanding  for  a  limited  war  in 
the  thinking  of  the  American  public.  While  zealous 
patriots  anguished  about  a  "war  we  could  not  win," 
they  were  unable  to  make  a  nation  adopt  an  all-out 
policy.  A  President  with  a  strong  will,  stubbornly  dedi- 
cated to  his  duty  as  he  read  it,  could  withstand  the 
pressures  upon  him  to  escalate  the  conflict  because  the 
public  mood  was  tacitly  on  his  side. 

The  restraints  shown  by  American  policy  reflected 
a  sensitivity  to  world  opinion  as  expressed  through  the 
United  Nations.  This  exerted  a  pressure  against  rash 
actions  that  was  probably  as  crucial  as  was  the  caution 
and  prudence  in  the  mood  at  home.  In  June,  1952, 
five  hundred  American  planes  bombed  Communist 
power  plants  in  North  Korea.  The  British  House  of 
Commons  reacted  with  the  demand  that  American 
direction  over  policy  in  the  war  be  more  carefully  scru- 
tinized and,  if  necessary,  qualified.  Despite  the  disad- 
vantages to  quick  military  responses  entailed  in  the 
review  of  our  actions  by  other  members  of  an  interna- 
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tional  body,  this  was  one  factor  in  creating  a  new  kind 
of  war. 

No  national  crisis  can  be  weathered  without  obser- 
vations from  preachers  and  theological  journalists. 
Pulpits  and  magazines  commented  upon  the  war  in 
Korea,  often  to  express  the  hope  that  the  conflict  would 
not  turn  into  a  nuclear  war.  In  the  main  the  action  in 
Korea  was  accepted  as  an  extension  of  the  policy  justi- 
fied by  the  logic  of  the  Second  World  War  and  by 
Communist  expansion  in  Eastern  Europe  and  China. 
There  was  little  resurgent  isolationism.  The  United 
States  was  understood  as  taking  positive  responsibility 
in  an  international  crisis.  Indeed  it  was  even  better 
than  this,  for  due  cooperation  with  the  United  Na- 
tions was  being  achieved.  The  United  Nations  was 
consulted,  included,  and  even  nominally  charged  with 
the  direction  of  policy.  We  implemented  its  wishes. 
Policy  planners  in  the  Department  of  Defense  went 
along  with  the  moral  distinctions  between  military  ac- 
tion on  an  unlimited  scale  and  the  kind  of  "policing" 
being  done  in  Korea.  The  State  Department  was  aware 
that  major  reconstruction  through  political/economic 
programs  should  follow  the  military  phase  of  the  un- 
dertaking and  even  Congress  was  voting  funds  for  in- 
ternational relief  and  rehabilitation.  All  of  this  most 
religious  commentators  accepted  as  healthy. 

But  not  all  Christians  were  happy.  Alfred  Hassler, 
presumably  reflecting  a  large  segment  of  pacifist  feeling, 
expressed  serious  disagreement  with  the  policy  and  its 
premises.  He  realized  that  many  Americans  supported 
the  action  in  Korea,  including  a  number  of  pacifists 
who  might  be  opposed  to  a  strident  military  policy.  But, 
he  demurred : 
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Whatever  the  technical  definitions — and  however 
bHnded  the  pacifists — practically,  the  fighting  in 
Korea  is  indistinguishable  from  war.  Two  armies  are 
struggling  against  each  other.  Each  is  killing  as  many 
of  the  other's  personnel  as  it  can.  Each  has  recourse 
to  all  the  weapons  of  war  it  has  available,  and  has  no 
hesitation  about  bombing  and  strafing  roads,  rail- 
roads, villages  and  noncombatants  where  such  action 
seems  to  its  immediate  advantage.  And,  of  course, 
men  are  being  killed  on  just  as  wholesale  a  scale  as 
if  the  action  were  openly  labeled  war.^'^ 

In  spite  of  the  MacArthurs  and  the  Hasslers  the 
Korean  war  was  fought  to  a  negotiated  stalemate.  It 
was  unpopular  but  not  widely  denounced  on  moral 
grounds.  It  was  ended  through  the  efforts  of  a  military 
hero  who  could  do  what  no  pacifists  could  ever  do — 
persuade  a  nation  to  accept  a  solution  without  victory 
as  a  viable  form  of  national  self-interest.  The  "proto- 
hawks"  of  Korean  days  were  rendered  politically  in- 
effective by  the  accidental  fact  that  public  support 
turned  to  a  general  acting  the  role  of  a  "proto-dove." 
Once  the  conflict  was  smothered  the  public  became 
understandably  content  to  forget  the  moral  and  policy 
issues  involved  or  else  to  let  a  few  historians  debate  the 
matter  in  scholarly  analyses.  Even  the  bellicists  ceased 
to  fume  about  a  "no  win"  policy,  at  least  until  new 
hostilities  in  Asia  subsequently  appeared. 

Insurgency  Warfare:  A  Policy  Dilemma 

It  was  the  cherished  hope  of  many  that,  as 
Robert  T.  Oliver  put  it,  "Korea  will  stand  in  the  annals 
of  the  twentieth  century  as  the  place  in  which  Com- 
munism was  finally  halted  and  turned  back  in  Asia."^^ 
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Such  hopes,  however,  have  proven  illusory.  Some  say 
we  "did  not  lick  them";  others,  that  we  failed  to  capi- 
talize upon  a  favorable  military  situation  with  broad 
programs  of  political  wisdom;  still  others,  that  the 
whole  nature  of  the  Asian  situation  has  been  radically 
transformed  by  the  rise  of  nationalistic  aspirations  only 
incidentally  tied  to  the  dynamics  of  Communism. 

Certainly  not  in  the  memory  of  any  living  citizen 
has  it  been  as  difi&cult  to  read  the  implications  of  poli- 
tical events.  Some,  like  Dean  Rusk,  are  firmly  convinced 
that  the  situation  in  Vietnam  is  basically  a  new  form 
of  attempted  Communist  expansion,  appearing  as  overt 
aggression  against  a  nation  we  have  pledged  to  defend. 
Others  believe  that  the  situation  in  Vietnam  has  arisen 
through  that  age-old  process  by  which  outcasts  get 
under  the  skin  of  "in"  powers.  They  reject  the  mind-set 
by  which  the  insurgency  warfare  of  this  conflict  is  un- 
derstood in  terms  of  the  model  of  aggression  which 
applied  even  to  the  Korean  situation.  In  that  situation 
the  enemy  was  identifiable,  came  from  the  other  side 
of  a  battle  line,  and  could  be  driven  back  to  a  point  of 
initial  aggression.  The  battle  was  cold  and  dirty, 
plagued  by  hardship  and  sacrifice,  but  not  complicated 
by  the  confusions  and  difficulties  that  arise  when  friend 
and  foe  live  side  by  side  in  the  same  territory,  look, 
dress,  and  speak  alike,  and  can  change  strategic  roles 
as  conditions  permit. 

The  debate  that  has  arisen  concerning  American 
policy  in  Vietnam  evidences  the  perplexity  of  a  nation 
confronting  an  insurgent  war  complicated  by  inter- 
vention on  both  sides.  It  also  brings  new  challenges  to 
all  the  categories  through  which  we  have  dealt  with  the 
problem  of  war  for  decades.  The  fervor  is  high  on  all 
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sides  of  a  debate  in  which  the  insights  are  few  and  the 
guidelines  faint.  We  should  begin  to  realize  the  mili- 
tary, political,  and  moral  rethinking  that  must  be  done 
as  the  precondition  for  a  wise  response  to  this  new 
phenomenon.  Meanwhile,  segments  of  the  population, 
emotionally  racked  by  the  heavy  burden  of  the  moral 
perplexities,  have  even  ceased  to  trust  in  the  efficacy 
of  analysis  and  have  moved  from  the  classroom  to  the 
streets! 

America's  youthful  exuberance  and  relative  inde- 
pendence from  entanglements  with  the  rest  of  the 
world  have  generally  permitted  us  to  find  simple  jus- 
tifications for  our  causes.  When  practically  the  whole 
nation  agrees  about  the  moral  legitimacy  of  a  particu- 
lar policy,  as  it  has  in  all  the  major  wars  of  this  century, 
statesmen  do  not  become  adept  in  dealing  with  inher- 
ent moral  dilemmas.  Even  moralists  learn  to  oversim- 
plify. 

The  moral  problems  occasioned  by  our  involve- 
ment in  Vietnam  have  not  suddenly  granted  us  the 
depth  maturity  with  which  alone  we  can  understand 
them.  Nor  does  it  seem  to  make  any  difFerence  whether 
those  who  analyze  the  war  do  so  from  a  perspective  of 
political  hardheadedness  and  national  self-interest  or 
from  the  perspectives  of  a  Christian  morality.  Men  of 
equal  wisdom  and  commensurate  dedication  come  to 
profoundly  divergent  conclusions  which  they  hold  with 
equal  tenacity.  James  Finn  was  not  far  from  the  mark 
when  he  declared,  "Our  public  debate  is,  if  not  a 
shambles,  a  disgrace. "^^  A  bitter  polarization  about 
fundamental  national  purpose  creates  an  experience 
that,  while  not  unprecedented  in  less  crucial  pasts,  is 
new  to  most  of  us. 
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If  we  are  to  raise  the  level  of  our  national  debate, 
whether  between  a  father  and  his  draftee  son  or  be- 
tween a  Secretary  of  State  and  a  chairman  of  the  Sen- 
ate Foreign  Relations  Committee,  we  must  become 
better  informed,  not  only  concerning  political  realities 
but  about  the  moral  categories  with  which  we  assess 
them.  The  debates  today  refer  to  terms  such  as  "just" 
and  "unjust"  war.  These  terms  have  significant  histori- 
cal roots  and  meanings  and  cannot  be  employed  for 
the  equivalent  of  "approve"  or  "disapprove."  If  some 
men  are  called  by  conscience  to  reject  war  in  general, 
or  this  war  in  particular,  they  should  stand  well  in- 
formed about  the  ground  upon  which  other  men  in 
other  times  have  made  similar  decisions.  War  creates 
both  problems  of  policy  and  problems  of  conscience. 
Thinking  about  both  deserves  the  resources  of  a  well- 
furbished  awareness  of  historic  Christian  teaching  con- 
cerning grounds  for  both  participation  in,  and  objec- 
tion to,  armed  conflict. 
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II.  RELIGIOUS 
SUPPORT  FOR 
CONSCIENTIOUS 
PARTICIPATION 


Returning  from  a  trip  to  Vietnam  as  one  of  twenty-two 
observers  sent  by  the  President,  Archbishop  R.  E. 
Lucey,  of  San  Antonio,  was  direct  and  blunt.  "It  is 
necessary  to  use  force,"  he  said  in  a  statement  for  the 
press,  "and  the  man  who  doesn't  believe  in  force  will 
soon  be  a  slave.  You  cannot  have  peace  in  the  world 
without  force  because  there  are  evil  men  in  the  world. "^ 
The  archbishop  was  but  one  of  that  majority  of 
Christians  who  have  found  it  both  possible  and  im- 
perative  to   support  war   as   an   act   of   conscience. 
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Throughout  most  of  Western  history  Christians  have 
taken  up  the  sword,  sometimes  in  unquestioning  alle- 
giance to  a  prince  or  to  a  nation,  but  more  frequently 
as  a  response  to  keenly  felt  moral  obligation.  Some 
have  made  statements  for  newspapers;  others  have  put 
their  reasoning  into  careful  treatises  justifying  their 
position.  Theological  world  views  of  widespread  intel- 
lectual significance  have  developed  as  responses  to  the 
necessity  of  combating  evil  and  injustice  in  the  world 
through  military  means. 

The  resultant  thinking  has  developed  along  three 
main  lines,  each  of  which  has  been  advocated  with 
great  care  and  defended  with  remarkable  thoroughness 
by  Christian  thinkers.  While  not  completely  exclusive 
of  one  another,  these  positions  find  very  different  moral 
meanings  in  the  same  political  actions  and  should  be 
set  forth  independently. 

Christian  Teaching  Arout  the  Just  War 

For  three  centuries  the  Christian  movement  had 
existed  as  a  persecuted  minority,  given  no  status  by, 
and  indebted  for  no  duties  to,  the  civil  order.  Constan- 
tine  reversed  the  policy  of  the  Empire  and  made  Chris- 
tianity, at  first  a  tolerated  and  in  time,  the  official 
religion  of  the  political  realm.  Christians  realized  that 
their  relationship  to  the  state  was  altered.  They  could 
no  longer  ignore  the  requirement  of  citizenship  and 
accepted  an  obligation  to  maintain  justice  as  a  social 
good.  They  also  acknowledged  that  the  Empire  of 
which  they  were  a  part  maintained  itself  by  warding 
off  barbarians  through  the  use  of  military  force. 
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The  result  of  this  shift  in  circumstances  was  a 
sobered  and  tempered  sense  of  Christian  responsibihty 
for  the  structures  of  society  that  were  sustained  inter- 
nally and  defended  externally  by  coercive  means.  They 
believed  that  these  structures  of  justice  had  been  in- 
stituted by  God,  but  they  also  recognized  that  they 
were^maintained  in  practical  political  life  by  the  use 
of^arms.  Augustine  was  aware  that  the  justice  main- 
tained by  men  in  this  fashion  was  a  human  and  im- 
perfect achievement,  attended  by  misery  and  suspicion. 
But  he  saw  the  alternative  to  be  lawlessness,  and 
argued  that  the  benefits  of  even  a  forced  unity  were 
preferable  to  the  miseries  that  would  flow  from  a 
Christian  refusal  to  protect  the  Empire  from  subver- 
sion within  and  from  conquest  and  destruction  with- 
out. Hence  he  concluded : 

The  wise  man  will  wage  just  wars.  .  .  .  [But  he  will 
also]  lament  the  necessity  of  just  wars,  if  he  remem- 
bers that  he  is  a  man;  for  if  they  were  not  just  he 
would  not  wage  them,  and  would  therefore  be  de- 
hvered  from  all  wars.  For  it  is  the  wrong-doing  of 
the  opposing  party  which  compels  the  wise  man  to 
wage  just  wars;  this  wrong-doing,  even  though  it 
gave  rise  to  no  war,  would  still  be  matter  of  grief  to 
man  because  it  is  man's  wrong-doing.  Let  every  one, 
then,  who  thinks  with  pain  on  all  these  great  evils, 
so  horrible,  so  ruthless,  acknowledge  that  this  is 
misery.  And  if  any  one  either  endures  or  thinks  of 
them  without  mental  pain,  this  is  a  more  miserable 
phght  still,  for  he  thinks  himself  happy  because  he 
has  lost  human  feeling.^ 

The  moralists  and  theologians  who  have  devel- 
oped the  doctrine  of  a  just  war  have  carefully  specified 
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the  conditions  under  which  the  use  of  armed  coercion 
can  be  defended.  They  have  concluded  both  that  the 
cause  for  which  military  action  is  undertaken  must  be 
morally  legitimate  and  that  the  means  by  which  vic- 
tory is  sought  must  be  kept  under  ethical  scrutiny. 
They  have  enunciated  various  criteria  for  judging  both 
the  goals  sought  by  and  the  means  used  in  a  just  war. 
No  particular  way  of  stating  these  conditions  has  been 
officially  codified,  but  the  same  criteria  appear  among 
different  theologians  with  sufficient  regularity  to  pro- 
vide the  following  principles. 

a.  All  other  means  to  the  morally  just  solution  of 
a  conflict  must  he  exhausted  before  resort  to  arms  can 
he  regarded  as  legitimate.  A  just  war  must  be  a  last 
resort,  to  be  accepted  only  after  all  reasonable  attempts 
at  the  reconciliation  of  issues  have  failed  to  bring  about 
a  morally  tolerable  situation.  When  just  war  theorists 
say  that  all  other  means  to  the  solution  of  an  issue  must 
be  exhausted  before  the  use  of  arms  is  legitimate,  they 
have  in  mind  a  definite  moral  line  between  those 
means  which  settle  confficts  on  the  basis  of  justice  and 
those  actions  which  merely  avoid  conflict  by  abdicating 
moral  responsibility.  While  stressing  the  obligation  to 
employ  peaceful  methods  for  settling  disputes,  they 
also  stress  the  importance  of  bringing  such  disputes  to 
a  morally  legitimate  conclusion.  If  necessary,  they  will 
fight'ratlter  than  surrender.  x 

b.  War  can  he  just  only  if  employed  to  defend  a 
stahle  order  or  morally  preferable  cause  against  threats 
of  destruction  or  the  rise  of  injustice.  A  just  war  can- 
not be  fought  for  unjustifiable  goals.  Pohtical  aggfan-^ 
dizement,  selfish  acquisitions  of  either  power  or 
wealth,  and  subversion  against  social  order  are  ruled 
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out.  Military  involvements  are  justified  only  if  they 
further  constructive  political  and  social  purposes. 

It  is  easy  to  oversimplify  this  criterion.  Some 
Christians  have  done  so  by  teaching  that  any  rebellion 
against  existing  order  is  unjustified  regardless  of  op- 
pression suffered.  More  recently,  Americans  have  re- 
garded initial  overt  military  action  as  the  main  sign  of 
unjust  intentions  and  argued  that  a  nation  must  wait 
to  respond  until  an  aggressor  makes  some  move. 

Classical  thinkers  have  been  more  subtle  in  their 
analysis.  Colonial  preachers  during  the  American  rev- 
olution came  to  see  that  even  the  overthrow  of  existing 
authority  is  justified  if  a  regime  persists  in  denying  to 
its  subjects  life,  liberty,  and  the  pursuit  of  happiness. 
Thomas  Aquinas,  in  speaking  of  these  problems,  put 
the  matter  in  a  way  that  emphasizes  the  moral  inten- 
tions of  an  enemy  and  not  merely  his  overt  acts.  He 
wrote,  "Those  attacked  must  have,  by  a  fault,  deserved 
to  be  attacked."^ 

The  crucial  test  in  both  these  instances  is  a  solid 
measure  of  justice.  If  a  ruler  subverts  justice,  he  is  to 
be  overthrown;  if  a  nation  dishonors  the  rights  of  other 
nations,  it  must  be  sanctioned.  Christians  may  even 
take  initial  military  action  if  faced  with  sufficiently 
severe  provocation. 

In  theory  at  least,  it  might  seem  that  only  one 
side  of  a  conflict  could  be  morally  right  and  hence  only 
one  side  legitimately  able  to  say  that  it  was  justly  in- 
volved in  a  war.  But  war  arises  precisely  because  men 
argue  about  moral  issues.  If  both  sides  to  a  conflict 
accepted  a  common  and  objectivized  measure  of  the 
moral  right,  the  very  root  of  conflict  would  be  eradi- 
cated. Wars  occur  in  situations  where  there  is  a  dis- 
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agreement  about  moral  justice  and  hence  can  take 
place  between  two  parties  each  of  which  claims  justice 
for  its  cause. 

Augustine's  thinking  about  Christian  participa- 
tion in  war  showed  a  profound  sensitivity  to  this 
enigma.  He  understood  how  the  use  of  arms  was 
brought  about  by  a  contest  between  relative  forms  of 
justice.  No  completely  righteous  cause  is  likely  to  be 
found  in  human  partisanships.  The  Christian  cannot 
expect  his  cause  to  be  universally  regarded  as  com- 
pletely right,  that  of  his  opponent  as  totally  wrong.  In- 
stead, in  opposing  the  wrongdoing  of  another  party, 
the  Christian  should  be  deeply  troubled  by  the  un- 
fortunate and  tragic  consequences  of  his  own  actions. 
Even  while  defending  what  he  believes  to  be  a  good 
(a  good  that  would  be  destroyed  if  he  took  no  action), 
the  Christian  understands  that  he  is  not  making  a  full 
victory  for  righteousness.  Since  this  is  the  case,  he 
participates  in  war  only  with  an  attitude  of  humility 
and  repentance,  troubled  by  the  misery  and  the  plight 
of  man  revealed  by  the  necessity  of  defending  justice 
with  coercive  means. 

Orators  at  Veterans  Day  exercises  seldom  ask  a 
nation  to  bewail  the  past  defense  of  its  own  liberty. 
Armchair  moralists  often  declare,  "Of  course,  every- 
one has  a  right  to  protect  himself  and  nations  should 
feel  no  scruples  in  fighting  for  their  own  survival." 
But  thoughtful  Christian  teaching  about  the  just  war 
does  not  accord  such  unqualified  standing  to  self-de- 
fense. Instead,  it  sees  that  the  protection  of  the  weak 
or  defenseless  neighbor  from  aggression  or  tyranny  has 
an  even  prior  moral  claim.  The  highest  service  of 
justice  and  order  is  directed  to  the  protection  of  others 
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rather  than  the  self,  to  the  preservation  of  justice  and 
order  for  all  men  and  not  merely  to  the  safeguarding 
of  privileges  for  some. 

c.  A  third  criterion  of  the  just  war  specifies  that 
such  a  war  must  be  carried  out  with  the  right  attitudes. 
Those  w^ho  resort  to  violence  as  an  act  of  justice  should 
avoid  vindictive  anger  and  malicious  revenge.  As 
Augustine  put  it,  "The  desire  for  harming,  the  cruelty 
of  avenging,  an  unruly  and  implacable  animosity,  the 
rage  of  rebellion,  the  lust  of  domination  and  the  like — 
these  are  the  things  which  are  to  be  blamed  [i.e.,  con- 
sidered wrong]  in  war."^ 

Military  actions  undertaken  as  acts  of  justice 
should  correct  some  wrong  or  achieve  some  protection 
for  righteousness  and  order.  Any  goal  other  than  the 
intention  to  attain  or  restore  a  just  and  durable  peace, 
whether  it  takes  the  form  of  political  imperialism  or 
the  intention  to  visit  retaliation  on  an  enemy,  cannot 
sustain  the  burden  of  proof  for  making  a  particular 
war  just.  Slogans  like  "Remember  Pearl  Harbor," 
whatever  their  value  in  sustaining  the  enthusiasm  of 
a  nation  to  fight  a  treacherous  foe,  cannot  be  recon- 
ciled with  this  measure  of  a  just  war.  The  seemingly 
uninspired  statement  of  a  field  soldier  in  Vietnam, 
"I'm  fighting  to  stay  alive,  to  do  my  year,  and  get  back 
home,"  may  be  more  defensible  than  the  oratory  of  a 
morale  ofiicer  who  seeks  to  whip  up  hatred  of  the 
Vietcong. 

d.  A  just  war  must  he  explicitly  declared  by  a 
legitimate  authority.  A  formal  declaration  of  war 
serves  notice  between  parties  that  a  nation  intends  to 
use  war  as  an  instrument  of  political  policy.  It  pre- 
cludes sub  rosa  military  action  in  which  one  side  stabs 
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another  in  the  back  before  making  its  intentions  clear 
and  exphcit.  Many  traditional  just  war  theorists  have 
even  insisted  that  a  formal  declaration  of  war  be  pre- 
ceded by  warnings  that  such  an  action  may  be  forth- 
coming so  that  an  offending  party  has  the  opportunity 
to  desist  in  its  threat  to  stability  and  peace  before  being 
declared  subject  to  the  possibility  of  attack. 

Only  the  highest  policy  body  can  make  the  neces- 
sary commitment  involved  in  a  declaration  of  war.  In 
the  past  this  has  meant  the  ruling  prince;  today  it  gen- 
erally means  a  duly  constituted  authority  of  the  nation- 
state.  Only  the  political  leader  or  policy-making  body 
that  ensures  the  common  defense  has  access  to  diplo- 
matic information  and  influence,  and  can  marshal  the 
great  majority  of  the  citizens  into  a  common  endeavor 
is  in  a  position  to  relate  military  operations  to  political 
purposes.  Individual  Christians  or  small  groups  that 
take  up  arms  for  pet  desires  cannot  justify  their  actions 
in  terms  of  structural  justice  and  legal  process. 

e.  A  just  war  may  he  conducted  only  by  military 
means  that  promise  a  reasonable  attainment  of  the 
moral  and  political  objectives  being  sought.  The  mea- 
sure of  a  just  war  is  sometimes  phrased  by  saying  that 
a  particular  engagement  must  "have  a  reasonable 
chance  of  success."  People  jump  to  the  conclusion  that 
Christians  may  resort  to  war  only  if  they  can  be  on  the 
winning  side,  but  something  more  profound  is  at  stake. 
Any  victory  attained  by  military  means  must  leave 
what  is  defended  in  reasonable  tact  and  must  ofiFer 
constructive  political  and  social  consequences.  If  there 
are  no  prospects  for  a  constructive  outcome  from  a 
military  venture,  if  the  use  of  arms  can  result  only  in 
the  utter  destruction  and  annihilation  of  those  struc- 
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tures  of  justice  and  human  communities  which  the 
resort  to  arms  is  designed  to  protect — then  the  war  is 
unjust  and  morally  wrong  because  it  is  practically 
jfutile, 

A  just  war  must  employ  means  that  may  be  ex- 
pected to  bring  constructive  results  proportional  to  the 
evil  required  to  attain  them.  This  principle  of  propor- 
tion is  not  simple,  for  the  task  of  weighing  military 
destruction  against  moral  and  political  advantages  is 
difficult.  But  all  military  operations  must  be  scruti- 
nized by  a  test  which  weighs  costs  against  conse- 
quences. A  military  commander  would  be  morally 
wrong  in  conducting  operations  at  great  loss  of  life  if 
they  did  not  yield  strategic  advantages.  Similarly,  dam- 
age to  an  enemy  cannot  be  sanctioned  if  it  entails  more 
destruction  than  is  required  to  force  his  surrender. 

The  just  war  heritage  keeps  prudential  factors 
prominent  over  emotional  and  ideological  considera- 
tions. War  cannot  be  just  if  used  by  a  nation  to  express 
its  hostility,  vent  its  emotions,  display  its  heroism,  or 
commit  its  own  suicide  in  order  to  remain  faithful  to 
an  abstract  ideal.  Men  are  not  to  be  sacrificed  for  sym- 
bolic reasons  or  to  attain  victories  that  yield  only  emo- 
tional satisfactions.  Grave  consequences  alone  can 
justify  grave  actions. 

f .  The  just  war  theory  has  also  entailed  selective 
immunity  for  certain  parts  of  the  population,  particu- 
larly for  noncomhatants.  Civilians  should  be  spared 
from  such  blatantly  hostile  acts  as  wanton  destruction, 
looting  of  homes,  pilferage  of  goods,  forced  involve- 
ment in  military  operations.  Civilians  are  not  to  be 
impressed  into  the  direct  military  service  of  a  conquer- 
ing party — though  of  course  once  the  territory  in 
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which  they  live  has  been  occupied  they  can  be  required 
to  submit  to  the  rule  of  the  conquering  forces.  Direct 
attacks  upon  noncombatants,  vindictive  torture  of  resi- 
dents in  occupied  areas,  etc.,  would  clearly  violate  the 
canons  of  just  war. 

While  ideally,  just  war  theorists  have  ruled  as 
unjust  any  taking  of  civilian  or  noncombatant  lives, 
they  have  always  conceded  that  civilian  casualties 
sometimes  occur  as  the  side  effect  of  a  military  opera- 
tion. When  a  military  target — a  fair  object  of  attack — 
is  located  near  or  within  a  civilian  area  the  one  cannot 
be  destroyed  without  taking  the  other.  This  is  called 
double  effect  and  has  long  been  recognized  by  just  war 
theorists.  In  the  period  of  knightly  chivalry  the  enemy 
felt  morally  bound  to  keep  civilians  away  from  con- 
flicts, and  it  was  easy  to  avoid  double  effect.  Today  it  is 
difficult.  To  say  that  no  target  may  be  attacked  if  loss 
of  civilian  lives  is  entailed  would  permit  an  enemy  to 
protect  every  strategic  installation  by  locating  civilian 
hostages  near  it.  To  say  that  there  is  no  difference 
between  soldiers  and  civilians  because  both  contribute 
to  the  war  effort  is  to  blind  oneself  to  important  dis- 
tinctions in  degree  and  intention  between  military 
forces  and  those  civilians  who  are  found,  often  by 
accident,  near  their  base  of  operations.  Although  dou- 
ble effect  cannot  always  be  avoided,  it  should  never  be 
accepted  without  rigorous  scrutiny  of  its  necessity. 

The  just  conduct  of  war  also  involves  the  fair 
treatment  of  military  prisoners.  They  may  be  confined 
and  disarmed  but  not  tortured,  starved,  mutilated,  or 
brainwashed.  They  may  be  imprisoned  and  guarded 
but  not  morally  obligated  to  give  up  efforts  to  escape. 
They  should  not  be  impressed  into  the  service  of  their 
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captors  to  aid  their  war  effort  or  to  further  their  polit- 
ical propaganda.  Serious  problems  arise  when  one  na- 
tion agrees  to  abide  by  these  standards  in  the  treat- 
ment of  prisoners  while  an  opposing  nation  ignores  or 
scorns  them.  But  in  the  final  analysis  a  just  war  per- 
spective specifies  only  the  conditions  to  be  honored  by 
those  professing  to  accept  the  teaching  and  not  what 
can  be  expected  in  the  practices  of  others. 

The  several  criteria  for  determining  the  justice 
of  any  particular  war  constitute  an  imposing  array  of 
critical  insight  and  analysis.  They  specifically  endorse 
the  use  of  armed  coercion  to  maintain  or  to  establish 
conditions  of  peace  and  justice  while  at  the  same  time 
implying  limits  upon  the  legitimate  exercise  of  mili- 
tary force.  However,  just  war  teaching  has  been  more 
impressive  on  the  theoretical  level  than  significant  in 
qualifying  or  halting  particular  wars.  Even  those  who 
agree  on  principles  can  argue  in  particular  cases 
whether  all  possible  solutions  short  of  conflict  have  been 
exhausted,  whether  military  operations  protect  more 
than  they  destroy,  and  whether  humane  restraints 
against  wanton  destruction  have  been  observed.  To  say, 
therefore,  that  a  particular  war  is  "just"  is  to  describe 
the  judgments  made  about  it  by  a  particular  individual 
or  a  particular  group  and  not  to  report  an  objective 
condition  concerning  which  all  observers  agree.  There 
have  only  been  wars  that  some  men  have  considered 
just  and  wars  that  some  men  have  considered  unjust. 

Just  war  theory  arose  under  the  rule  of  kings  and 
princes.  It  guided  tlie  monarch,  and  later  the  magis- 
trate, by  specifying  the  conditions  and  limits  within 
which  each  might  legitimately  resort  to  the  use  of  arms 
and  the  cautions  to  be  observed  in  guiding  their  de- 
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ployment.  By  developing  a  moral  atmosphere  prior  to 
the  outbreak  of  hostilities,  the  just  war  heritage  has 
affected  many  conflicts  in  Western  history,  helping  to 
determine  their  character  and  at  times  serving  to  re- 
strain their  fury. 

The  just  war  theory  has  also  functioned  to  assure 
simple  citizens  that  obedience  to  the  ruler  is  a  Chris- 
tian duty.  Augustine  admonished  individuals  to  obey 
even  the  commands  of  pagan  authorities  in  the  preser- 
vation of  public  order.  He  declared  that  a  private  in- 
dividual who  obeys  a  king's  command  to  fight  is 
innocent  of  wrongdoing  even  if  that  command  is  un- 
just. Francisco  de  Vitoria,  a  sixteenth-century  Domin- 
ican theorist,  argued  otherwise.  He  held  that  if  a 
subject  is  convinced  of  the  injustice  of  a  war,  he  ought 
not  to  serve  in  it,  even  on  the  command  of  his  prince. 
Augustine's  outlook  has  generally  guided  the  applica- 
tion of  this  teaching  in  Western  thinking,  but  con- 
temporary appeals  to  just  war  theory  as  the  ground  for 
individual  resistance  to  national  policy  may  be  driving 
toward  Vitoria's  view. 

Today  we  are  at  a  critical  junction  in  the  use  of 
this  concept.  If  we  employ  it  as  a  set  of  considerations 
for  guiding  policy  debates  within  democratic  societies, 
we  shall  be  paralleling  its  main  use  in  the  past.  Instead 
of  guiding  princes  and  magistrates  about  when  to  go 
to  war,  it  may  now  help  a  democracy  to  debate  policy, 
setting  the  political  tone  of  a  nation.  This  tone  or 
atmosphere  is  very  important  in  determining  how  a 
nation  decides  when  resort  to  arms  is  morally  justified. 
It  can  also  determine  whether  the  nation  is  willing  to 
observe  significant  restraints  in  the  conduct  of  war. 
On  the  other  hand,  if  we  use  the  doctrine  as  guidance 
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for  the  conscience  of  the  individual  in  deciding 
whether  or  not  he  should  participate  in  a  particular 
war  conducted  by  his  government,  we  will  be  enlarging 
the  functional  significance  of  this  teaching.  Whether 
the  classical  theory  can  bear  the  weight  of  this  enlarged 
function  is  presently  a  matter  of  debate. 

The  War  Ethic  of  the  Crusade 

The  classical  just  war  theory  occupied  Christian 
attention  from  the  time  when  Constantine  recognized 
the  church  to  the  latter  part  of  the  eleventh  century. 
Then  the  church  began  to  recruit  men  for  a  campaign 
in  the  East  that  was  designed  to  free  the  Holy  Land 
from  the  rule  of  Islam.  This  shifted  the  grounds  upon 
which  participation  in  war  was  sanctioned  and  laid 
the  foundation  for  a  new  ethic  of  conflict.  The  funda- 
mental premises  upon  which  many  people  waged  war 
were  changed.  The  crusade,  with  roots  in  the  Old 
Testament  and  in  Islam,  arrived  in  Christendom. 

a.  The  justifying  motivations  of  the  crusade  tend 
to  he  religious  and  ideological  rather  than  political  and 
practical.  A  crusade  is  fought  on  behalf  of  an  ideal.  It 
seeks  a  goal  cherished  by  a  particular  group.  When 
Christians  rushed  to  free  the  Holy  Land  from  "infi- 
dels" they  were  motivated  by  a  deep-seated  belief  in 
the  righteousness  of  their  cause.  Pope  Urban,  in  a 
speech  at  the  Council  of  Clermont  in  1095,  admon- 
ished his  followers  to  march  upon  the  Muslims  with 
these  words:  "Hasten  to  exterminate  this  vile  race 
from  the  lands  of  our  brethren,  and  to  bear  timely  aid 
to  the  worshippers  of  Christ."^  In  the  Decretals  of 
Gratian,  written  about  1150,  we  find  the  flat  declara- 
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tion:  "The  enemies  of  the  Church  are  to  be  coerced 
even  by  war."^  In  1917,  American  Christians  entered 
a  struggle  in  Europe  to  "make  the  world  safe  for  de- 
mocracy." 

Whereas  the  just  war  arises  as  a  last  resort  to  cure 
a  political  wrong  or  to  deal  with  a  matter  of  injustice 
that  cannot  be  solved  on  the  level  of  negotiations,  the 
crusade  usually  springs  from  a  self-righteous  allegiance 
to  an  ideal.  In  religious  terms  the  crusade  fights  for  the 
holy  god  of  one  group  by  fighting  against  the  devil  in 
an  adversary.  The  righteousness  of  the  cause  is  uni- 
laterally defined.  It  is  supported  by  a  fervent  appeal  to 
devotion.  The  crusade  separates  the  "good"  forces  of 
one  side  from  the  "evil"  forces  of  the  other  and  encour- 
ages a  different  measure  of  fairness  in  the  judgment 
and  treatment  of  each. 

While  the  just  war  ethic  is  always  judgmental 
about  what  an  adversary  does  and  seeks  to  counteract 
his  actions  because  they  threaten  justice  and  order,  a 
crusade  ethic  easily  takes  a  judgmental  stance  about 
who  an  enemy  is  and  seeks  to  eliminate  his  very  right 
to  exist.  In  one  case,  when  an  enemy  has  changed  his 
ways  he  will  be  allowed  to  pursue  his  own  destiny.  In 
the  other  the  drive  is  either  to  punish  or  to  destroy 
rather  than  merely  to  bring  changes  in  policy  and  be- 
havior. The  conditions  presupposed  for  victory  under 
the  first  set  of  premises  will  be  quite  different  from 
those  under  the  second  set.  An  enemy  will  more  read- 
ily change  his  behavior  than  he  will  surrender  his  life. 

Other  religions  have  taught  an  ethic  of  the  holy 
war.  In  the  Shinto  religion,  participation  in  war  is  a 
means  of  showing  patriotic  fervor,  of  serving  the  divine 
emperor.  Military  life  is  a  channel  of  religious  activity, 
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a  ritual  marking  a  cultic  group.  In  Islam,  which 
teaches  the  value  of  jihad  (or  Holy  War),  Allah  is 
served  by  an  active  attempt  to  crush  his  enemies.  The 
Muslim  teaching  of  monotheism  is  often  coupled  with 
an  admonition  to  oppose  all  polytheism  and  to  destroy 
contenders  to  Allah.  Missionary  zeal  consists  in  part 
of  hostility  for  the  infidel.  The  devout  Muslim  truly 
believes  that  "paradise  lies  with  the  sword." 

While  Christianity  has  not  formally  taught  a 
concept  of  the  holy  war  as  a  religious  duty  to  be  ac- 
tively sought,  it  has  frequently  condoned  many  of  the 
attitudes  associated  with  the  kind  of  war  fought  for 
essentially  religious  reasons.  In  the  First  World  War  a 
great  majority  of  religious  people  in  the  United  States 
gave  an  unqualified  degree  of  support  to  the  Allied 
cause.  Ray  H.  Abrams  has  documented  the  story  of 
this  support  under  the  arresting  title  Preachers  Present 
Arms.''  Henry  Churchill  King,  of  Oberlin  College,  de- 
clared, "It  is  neither  travesty  nor  exaggeration  to  call 
this  war  on  the  part  of  America  a  truly  Holy  War."* 

b.  In  the  ethic  of  the  crusade  the  task  of  the  sol- 
dier becomes  highly  honored  and  is  often  believed  to 
bring  extrinsic  religious  rewards.  When  the  Muslim 
engaged  in  the  jihad,  he  did  so  with  an  assurance  that 
martyrdom  for  Allah  ensured  a  certainty  of  salvation 
not  available  to  the  ordinary  faithful.  The  ordinary 
Muslim,  regardless  of  his  virtue,  expected  to  undergo 
a  final  trial  judgment  reviewing  his  entire  life  and 
determining  his  claim  to  an  eternal  reward.  The  mar- 
tyred soldier  could  count  on  full  and  immediate  salva- 
tion. Participation  in  war  was  thus  turned  into  an  act 
with  meaning  and  significance  far  more  momentous 
for  the  individual  than  any  political  consequences  or 
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policy  outcome.  By  taking  to  the  sword  the  soldier  not 
only  sought  a  practical  policy  objective,  not  only  de- 
fended his  homeland  or  his  religion,  but  also  ensured 
the  salvation  of  his  soul. 

Christian  popes  during  the  Middle  Ages  followed 
Muslim  teaching,  perhaps  unwittingly,  when  they  ex- 
tended blanket  indulgence  to  all  who  fought  in  the 
Crusades.  They  gave  Christians  a  distinctively  positive 
rationale  for  becoming  soldiers.  This  was  a  far  cry 
from  Augustine's  assertion  that  participation  in  war 
should  always  be  accompanied  by  a  sense  of  tragedy 
and  involvement  in  evil!  War,  rather  than  a  predica- 
ment from  which  even  its  participants  come  to  realize 
the  frailty  of  humanity,  was  made  into  an  instrument 
for  displaying  the  glory  of  chivalry  and  attaining  eter- 
nal life.  The  evangelist  Billy  Sunday,  offering  the  saw- 
dusted  version  of  plenary  indulgences  during  the  First 
World  War,  declared,  "The  man  who  breaks  all  the 
rules  but  at  last  dies  fighting  in  the  trenches  is  better 
than  you  Godforsaken  mutts  who  won't  enlist."^ 

Secular  idealists  of  a  particular  stripe  like  to  sup- 
pose that  the  fury  of  the  Holy  War  and  the  self-righ- 
teousness of  the  crusade  have  been  entirely  dependent 
upon  a  supernaturalistic  religion  with  its  appeal  to 
rewards  in  the  afterlife.  They  have  contended  that 
religion  breeds  war  by  holding  out  the  promise  of  spe- 
cial rewards  to  the  soldier.  They  have  even  implied 
that  with  the  demise  of  supernatural  religion  military 
fanaticism  will  vanish.  But  the  use  of  military  service 
as  a  measure  of  valor  does  not  depend  for  its  perpetua- 
tion upon  the  traditional  otherworldly  modes  of  find- 
ing extrinsic  virtue  in  military  services.  Nations  have 
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made  cultural  heroes  out  of  their  boys  in  uniform, 
granting  them  an  acceptance  and  reward  even  in  this 
life.  The  young  man  who  joins  the  service  and  displays 
his  valor  obtains  public  acceptance  far  beyond  what  he 
might  be  given  for  ordinary  expressions  of  good  citizen- 
ship. The  respect  shown  a  hero  is  to  a  culture  of  na- 
tionalistic concerns  what  the  veneration  of  the  saints 
is  to  a  culture  of  supernatural  expectations.  Depend- 
ing upon  the  circumstances,  the  war  ethic  of  the 
crusade  provides  one  or  both  fulfillments. 

c.  A  crusade  ethic  erodes  those  restraints  upon 
military  action  which  are  present  in  just  war  teaching 
and  even  culminates  in  vindictive  hostility  toward  the 
enemy.  In  a  crusade  the  distinction  between  believer 
and  infidel,  between  friend  and  enemy,  between  the 
virtuous  and  the  evil,  becomes  so  sharply  drawn  that 
any  actions  that  destroy  the  enemy  are  condoned  with 
minimal  moral  scrutiny.  The  distinctions  observed  in 
just  war  between  combat  forces  and  noncombatants  is 
erased,  and  double  effect  is  ignored.  Many  of  the  most 
flagrant  excesses  in  war — brutalities  in  method,  bar- 
barism in  action,  and  a  lust  for  total  revenge — have 
stemmed  from  campaigns  undertaken  with  the  self- 
righteous  motivations  of  the  religious  crusader. 

In  a  crusade  the  enemy  is  hated  for  who  he  is, 
even  more  than  for  what  he  does.  It  is  natural,  there- 
fore, to  seek  his  destruction  (at  least  the  destruction 
of  his  will)  rather  than  his  correction.  Indeed,  it  is 
often  hoped  that  this  destruction  will  entail  punitive 
suffering  and  be  as  total  and  as  devastating  as  possible. 
This  transforms  the  moral  outlook  from  that  in  a  just 
war  and  may  even  affect  the  conduct  of  military  opera- 
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tions.  One  casualty  is  a  sense  o£  proportion  in  matters 
of  truth.  It  is  easy  to  propagate  hate  rumors  and  to  be- 
lieve the  most  bizarre  reports  of  enemy  malconduct 
while  presuming  that  friendly  troops  never  ravage  land 
or  commit  atrocities. 

Another  casualty  in  a  crusade  is  the  sense  of 
compassion.  Crusaders,  even  those  capable  of  chivalry 
and  honor  vt^ithin  their  own  group,  often  spill  blood 
vdth  seeming  delight  and  appear  to  rejoice  in  those 
victories  which  visit  upon  an  enemy  a  measure  of 
agony  beyond  that  necessary  for  his  defeat  and  capitu- 
lation. When  Jerusalem  was  conquered  in  the  Cru- 
sades, Raymund  of  Agiles  remarked,  "It  was  a  just  and 
splendid  judgment  of  God,  that  this  place  should  be 
filled  with  the  blood  of  the  unbelievers,  when  it  had 
suffered  so  long  from  their  blasphemies."  During  the 
First  World  War,  clergymen  in  one  American  city  ex- 
ercised their  imaginations  devising  cruel  and  unusual 
punishments  for  the  Kaiser.  According  to  the  account: 

Some  said,  "Hang  him  by  the  thumbs  and  let  him 
starve";  others  said,  "Bury  him  up  to  his  neck  and 
then  place  food  and  water  in  front  of  him  and  let 
him  die  with  food  and  water  in  sight";  others,  more 
bloodthirsty,  said,  "Hang  him  by  his  thumbs  and  cut 
pieces  of  flesh  out  of  his  body  day  after  day  until  he 
was  either  dead  or  until  there  were  no  more  pieces  of 
flesh  to  cut  out."  Of  all  that  expressed  themselves 
only  one  said,  "Judge  not  and  ye  shall  not  be 
judged."^*' 

d.  The  spirit  of  a  crusade  encourages  a  rhetoric 
of  absolutism  which  leads  to  the  total  psychological 
mobilization  of  a  nation  and  threatens  to  destroy  dis- 
criminating judgments  about  both  the  conduct  and  the 
goals  of  a  conflict.  Not  only  is  the  crusade  character- 
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ized  by  hatred  of  the  enemy  but  it  sweeps  into  its  vor- 
tex every  segment  of  the  participating  community  to 
produce  a  total  effort  for  absolute  victory. 

Distinctions  betv^^een  soldiers  and  civilians,  be- 
tween combatants  and  noncombatants,  between  mili- 
tary and  nonmilitary  objectives  tend  to  blur  in  a 
crusade.  Each  nation  is  treated  as  a  whole.  The  enemy 
is  attacked  as  a  monolithic  being  and  as  much  damage 
is  visited  upon  him  in  as  many  ways  as  it  can  be  in- 
flicted. Similarly,  as  much  contribution  as  possible  is 
extracted  from  each  person  at  home.  No  segments  of 
either  friend  or  foe  are  considered  outside  the  military 
posture.  Defense  workers,  civil  defense  volunteers, 
propagandists,  and  ordinary  citizens  share  equally  in 
the  conflict  and  are  equally  expected  to  be  zealous  for 
it. 

While  this  psychological  mobilization  may  occur 
as  an  independent  development,  it  may  be  accom- 
panied by  an  economic  process  in  which  all  the  re- 
sources of  the  nation  are  bent  to  the  military  venture. 
A  complete  mobilization  of  resources  occurs  most  rap- 
idly in  political  totalitarianism,  but  it  can  take  place 
with  alarming  rapidity  and  effectiveness  in  a  demo- 
cratic society  when  conditions  are  right.  The  freedom 
of  the  individual  to  remove  himself  from  the  national 
effort,  to  voice  effective  challenge  to  its  premises,  or  to 
disassociate  himself  from  its  goals  can  be  severely  cur- 
tailed. When  a  nation  goes  "all  out"  it  sweeps  into  the 
service  of  war  every  potential  economic  and  human 
source  of  support. 

A  demand  for  total  and  absolute  victory  repre- 
sents the  loss  of  discrimination  regarding  the  goals  of 
war.  One  symbol  of  such  a  demand,  used  in  the  Second 
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World  War,  was  the  slogan  "unconditional  surrender." 
As  a  means  of  appealing  for  completeness  of  effort  at 
home,  it  served  a  psychological  function.  It  led  people 
to  suppose  they  were  truly  engaged  in  the  complete 
ehmination  of  evil.  Zealots  could  relish  the  picture  of 
an  enemy  whimpering  submissively  for  mercy  as  the 
price  of  readmission  into  the  community  of  nations  and 
might  even  do  so  without  thinking  of  themselves  as 
engaged  in  vindictive  hatred. 

The  main  result  of  crusade  morality  has  been  to 
increase  the  fury  of  war  in  the  supposed  interests  of  a 
holy  cause.  In  his  study  of  contemporary  American 
thinking  about  war,  Robert  W.  Tucker  has  shown  that 
as  a  nation  we  have  basically  opposed  the  use  of  mili- 
tary methods  to  achieve  national  objectives.  At  the 
same  time,  we  have  been  willing  to  take  up  arms  to 
resist  overt  aggression,  even  when  that  aggression  is 
aimed  against  our  neighbors  and  not  ourselves.  But 
paradoxically  we  have  also  believed  that  once  force, 
which  we  are  reluctant  to  initiate,  is  used,  our  power 
should  be  exercised  without  restraining  limits  in  order 
that  an  aggressor  may  be  fully  punished.  Americans 
like  to  win  in  a  big  way.  Thus,  while  in  one  respect  our 
reluctance  to  use  force  except  to  stop  aggression  has 
borne  a  resemblance  to  traditional  just  war  thinking,  in 
another  and  perhaps  even  more  decisive  respect  our 
national  posture  in  the  conduct  of  war  has  expressed  a 
crusade  morality."  Robert  Osgood  has  made  the  same 
point  as  follows : 

If  moral  sensibihties  forbid  the  use  of  war  as  an 
instrument  of  national  poHcy,  they  do  not  prevent 
the  use  of  war  as  an  instrument  of  ideology,  once 
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war  has  become  unavoidable.  In  a  sense  they  encour- 
age this;  for  tender  consciences  find  in  broader,  more 
exalted  goals  a  kind  of  moral  compensation  for  the 
enormity  of  war  and  a  rational  justification  for  their 
contamination  with  evil.  Thus  the  very  ideals  that 
proscribe  war  become  the  incentive  for  fighting  war. 
An  aversion  to  violence  is  transmuted  into  the  exalta- 
tion of  violence. ^^ 


Agonized  Participation 

The  moral  response  to  war  for  which  the  term 
"agonized  participation"  is  descriptively  appropriate 
appeared  with  greatest  clarity  during  the  Second 
World  War  and  was  accompanied  by  a  revival  of  a 
theology  in  which  the  plight  of  sinful  man  was  under- 
stood with  radical  seriousness.  This  outlook  broke 
radically  with  the  self-righteousness  of  the  crusader 
and  returned  to  the  Augustinian  realization  that  in 
war  the  plight  and  predicament  of  sinful  man  is  seen 
with  special  clarity.  The  influence  of  this  perspective, 
summarized  by  the  saying  that  "war  is  hell,  not  sin," 
was  widespread  in  the  Second  World  War  and  may 
even  have  made  the  spirit  that  characterized  the  pur- 
suit of  that  conflict  different  from  the  spirit  of  the 
First  World  War  and  its  greater  use  of  crusade  moral- 
ity. 

a.  This  position  believes  that  while  war  can  never 
be  an  act  of  justice  it  may  sometimes  be  necessary  for 
the  prevention  of  a  greater  evil  that  would  result  from 
permitting  morally  perverse  power  to  gain  political 
dominance.  Agonized  participants  are  postpacifist. 
They  freely  acknowledge  that  war  is  a  tragic  event. 
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that  it  is  based  upon  actions  at  variance  with  the  love 
ethic  of  the  gospel,  and  that  it  cannot  have  significantly 
positive  effects.  But  they  also  proclaim  that  the  morally 
responsible  Christian  may  face  circumstances  in  which 
he  has  no  choice  but  to  use  war  in  order  to  maintain 
the  minimal  conditions  of  human  decency  in  the  inter- 
national order.  Reinhold  Niebuhr  put  it  this  way: 

Once  it  is  recognized  that  the  stubbornness  of  human 
selfishness  makes  the  achievement  of  justice  in  hu- 
man society  no  easy  matter,  it  ought  to  be  possible  to 
see  that  war  is  but  a  vivid  revelation  of  certain  peren- 
nial aspects  of  human  history.  Life  is  never  related  to 
life  in  terms  of  a  perfect  and  loving  conformity  of 
will  with  will.  Where  there  is  sin  and  selfishness 
there  must  also  be  a  struggle  for  justice;  and  this  jus- 
tice is  always  partially  an  achievement  of  our  love  for 
the  other,  and  partially  a  result  of  our  yielding  to  his 
demands  and  pressures.  The  intermediate  norm  of 
justice  is  particularly  important  in  the  institutional 
and  collective  relationships  of  mankind.  But  even  in 
individual  and  personal  relations  the  ultimate  level  of 
sacrificial  self-giving  is  not  reached  \vithout  an  inter- 
mediate level  of  justice.  On  this  level  the  first  con- 
sideration is  not  that  life  should  be  related  to  hfe 
through  the  disinterested  concern  of  each  for  the 
other,  but  that  life  should  be  prevented  from  exploit- 
ing, enslaving,  or  taking  advantage  of  other  life. 
Sometimes  this  struggle  takes  very  tragic  forms. ^^ 

This  position  admits  the  inevitability  of  guilt, 
which  it  finds  alike  in  the  position  of  the  soldier  who 
fights  and  the  pacifist  who  chooses  not  to  do  so.  Both 
are  caught  in  the  tragic  ambiguity  of  historical  choice. 
The  question  then  becomes.  Which  course  involves  the 
lesser  evil:  severance  from  the  corporate  actions  that 
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defend  civilized  order  against  a  threat  from  tyranny 
or  the  use  of  military  action  to  preserve  tolerable  con- 
ditions of  justice  and  order? 

The  Christian  Century,  through  the  pen  of  its 
former  editor  Charles  C.  Morrison,  argued  that  once 
war  has  begun,  the  examination  of  issues  must  be  in 
terms  of  national  commitments  and  not  moral  ideals. 
The  pacifist  who  judges  war  to  be  morally  wrong, 
while  probably  right  in  the  abstract,  ceases  to  be  rele- 
vant once  the  nation  is  at  war.  The  decision  to  fight  is 
a  tragic  necessity,  but  the  refusal  to  cooperate  is  but  a 
futile  gesture  that  also  involves  moral  compromise.^* 

The  term  "nonpacifist,"  which  was  used  during 
the  Second  World  War  to  describe  those  supporting 
the  war  on  the  grounds  of  a  tortured  Christian  sensi- 
tivity, bears  its  own  subtle  witness  to  the  inner  logic  of 
this  position.  "Militarist"  does  not  fit  because  it  implies 
the  acceptance  of  warfare  as  a  morally  virtuous  action, 
as  a  positive  belief  in  the  efficacy  of  coercion.  "Non- 
pacifist,"  on  the  other  hand,  suggests  that  while  the 
abstract  moral  impulse  of  the  gospel  is  pacific,  there 
are  times  when  it  is  crucial  to  resort  to  arms  in  the 
defense  of  the  right  to  believe  that  gospel. 

Most  men,  when  they  go  to  war,  convince  them- 
selves that  it  serves  a  noble  purpose.  They  either  white- 
wash war  or  toss  out  their  Christian  scruples  in  order 
to  accept  the  demands  of  combat  with  the  least  amount 
of  tension.  But  the  agonized  participant  acknowledges 
the  necessity  without  obscuring  the  tragedy.  Roger 
Shinn  entered  the  Second  World  War  with  a  strong 
sense  of  the  need  to  stop  Nazi  tyranny.  Spurning  both 
his  ministerial  exemption  and  the  noncombatant  role 
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of  a  chaplain,  he  entered  as  a  private  in  the  infantry. 
But  as  he  interpreted  the  war  and  his  actions  in  it  he 
took  pains  to  show  that  war  is  unlovely  and  to  acknowl- 
edge how  it  contradicts  the  ideals  of  Christian  faith. 
He  admitted  that  it  disrupts  normal  morality,  that  it 
divides  the  church,  and  that  it  strikes  at  the  very  roots 
of  faith.  Calling  his  fellow  Christians  to  those  actions 
and  attitudes  which  alone  can  take  a  country  beyond 
the  mere  negations  of  military  victory,  he  became  one 
of  his  generation's  most  thoughtful  examples  of  the 
agonized  participant.^^ 

b.  The  agonized  participant  insists  that  war  must 
he  conducted  with  contrition  and  kept  free  of  vindic- 
tive hatred  for  the  enemy.  Men  who  go  to  war  as  citi- 
zen-soldiers usually  believe  their  cause  is  just;  that  of 
the  enemy,  evil.  They  fight  believing  that  the  enemy  is 
guilty,  unfit  to  live  among  the  family  of  nations  because 
he  has  pursued  policies  that  disregard  law  and  order. 
Especially  in  the  atmosphere  of  a  crusade  the  guilt  is 
presumed  to  lie  with  the  enemy.  "Get  the  infidel," 
"Destroy  the  Hun,"  and  "Crush  the  aggressor"  pour 
forth  as  rally  cries.  Agonized  participants  are  more 
likely  to  make  the  following  confession:  "We  know 
that  our  enemies  were  guilty,  but  we  were  guilty  too. 
Although  we  protest  that  our  sins  were  less  than  theirs, 
we  know  when  we  look  at  the  Cross  of  Christ  that 
nothing  justifies  us.  We  cannot  fight  against  wrong 
without  confessing  that  we  are  guilty  of  the  wrong."^^ 

No  group  at  war  likes  to  pause  for  this  kind  of 
moral  self-examination.  When  sentiments  like  these 
crept  into  the  sermons  of  chaplains  in  the  Armed 
Forces  their  commanding  officers  winced.  The  call  for 
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men  on  the  "right"  side  to  acknowledge  guilt  was  like 
grit  within  the  ears  of  those  strongly  loyal  to  the  na- 
tion, responsible  for  zeal,  and  devoted  to  the  destruc- 
tion of  an  enemy.  It  seemed  like  a  halfhearted  way  to 
do  an  important  and  a  necessary  job. 

In  the  opinion  climate  of  the  home  front  such 
acknowledgments  were  equally  unpopular.  The  con- 
science of  the  crusader,  even  among  civilians,  has 
never  nurtured  a  well-cultivated  sense  of  moral  am- 
biguity, nor  has  the  psychology  of  conflict  naturally 
bred  a  desire  to  identify  oneself,  however  partially, 
with  the  shortcomings  of  the  enemy.  Agonized  par- 
ticipants who  attempt  to  stem  truculent  self-righteous- 
ness and  vindictive  hatred  during  wartime  are  hardly 
sliding  along  a  path  of  least  resistance! 

c.  Military  victory,  while  necessary,  is  hut  a  neg- 
ative attainment  that  clears  the  luay  for  subsequent 
political  and  social  programs  designed  to  reestablish 
reasonable  justice  and  order.  Instead  of  showing  a 
"Hit  it  hard  and  get  it  over  quickly"  attitude  during  a 
war,  the  agonized  participant  gets  in  for  a  long,  slow 
haul  of  social  and  political  reconstruction  following 
the  cessation  of  hostilities.  War  is  defended  as  a  pre- 
condition to  solving  a  political  or  social  problem  in  the 
international  sphere,  not  as  a  solution.  -To  defeat  an 
enemy  is  not  to  make  a  friend,  to  force  agnation  to  its 
knees  is  not  to  create  a  partner  in  the  world  commu- 
nity.^ 

It  takes  wisdom,  spiritual  maturity,  and  patience 
to  accept  the  burdens  of  reconstruction  following  the 
cessation  of  hostilities.  The  agonized  participant  does 
not  forget,  nor  would  he  let  his  fellow  countrymen  for- 
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get,  the  tasks  that  follow  in  the  wake  of  every  military 
success. 

The  impact  of  these  perspectives,  represented  in 
significant  proportions  within  both  the  statesmanship 
and  the  ecclesiastical  leadership  of  the  nation  during 
the  Second  World  War,  may  have  been  considerable. 
Many  pulpits,  while  accepting  the  necessity  of  war, 
preached,  "Thou  shalt  not  hate,  even  when  fighting." 
They  also  called  the  nation  to  shoulder  its  continuing 
responsibilities  as  both  a  sternly  benevolent  occupying 
force  and  a  partner  in  the  urgent  tasks  of  reconstruc- 
tion. It  is  a  record  of  which  this  nation  may  be  justly 
proud  despite  the  disillusionment  that  has  occurred 
with  its  failure  to  secure  a  completely  enduring  peace. 

d.  Lastly,  the  agonized  participant  acknowledges 
the  right  and  privilege  of  conscientious  objection  to 
war  even  though  he  disagrees  with  those  Christians 
who  consider  themselves  called  to  this  witness. 

All  too  few  just  war  theorists,  despite  the  possi- 
bility that  their  teaching  may  yet  acquire  significance 
for  moral  objection  to  particular  wars,  have  defended 
the  moral  legitimacy  of  conscientious  objection  to  all 
wars  or  worked  to  extend  and  protect  the  freedoms  of 
individuals  called  to  take  such  a  stand. 

Agonized  participants  break  with  this  perspective, 
as  they  also  do  with  the  hatred  and  contempt  some- 
times shown  to  conscientious  objectors  by  a  general 
public  in  wartime.  While  they  deny  through  a  vigorous 
polemic  the  claim  of  some  pacifists  to  have  a  more  ad- 
vantageous and  strategic  way  to  deal  with  armed  tyr- 
anny, they  never  accuse  the  pacifists  of  bad  faith  or 
moral  turpitude.  The  agonized  participant  may  criti- 
cize as  politically  naive  the  perfectionism  he  sees  at 
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the  heart  of  the  pacifist  position,  but  he  respects  and 
accepts  conscientious  objection  as  a  valid  witness  to  a 
truth  in  the  gospel.  Conscientious  participants  have 
sought  and  defended  the  fair  treatment  of  conscien- 
tious objectors  and  sought  to  maintain  fellowship  with 
them  in  the  life  of  the  church.  Rather  than  resenting 
the  pacifist  as  a  coward  or  a  traitor,  the  agonized  con- 
scientious participant  has  welcomed  his  witness  even 
while  denying  as  vigorously  as  possible  the  pragmatic 
preference  of  pacifism  to  the  agonized  use  of  armed 
resistance  against  tyranny  and  injustice. 
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III.  RELIGIOUS 

OPPOSITION  TO 
PARTICIPATION 
IN  WAR 


Opposition  to  war  and  violence  on  religious  grounds 
is  ancient  in  heritage  and  widespread  in  appearance. 
In  China,  six  centuries  before  the  birth  of  Christ,  the 
sage  Lao-tzu  wrote:  "He  who  with  Reason  assists  the 
master  of  mankind  will  not  with  arms  strengthen  the 
empire,"  while  in  India,  Gautama  Buddha  declared: 
"No  one  should  attack  a  Brahmana,  but  no  Brahmana, 
if  attacked,  should  let  himself  fly  at  his  aggressor!  Woe 
to  him  who  strikes  a  Brahmana,  more  woe  to  him  who 
flies  at  his  aggressor." 
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Moreover,  religious  opposition  to  war  has  been 
enormously  potent,  inspiring  heroic  martyrdoms,  mass 
protests,  and  withdrawal  from  the  privileges  afforded 
by  coercive  society.  Men  have  chosen  to  die  rather  than 
to  take  up  the  sword,  to  rot  in  dungeons  rather  than  to 
don  the  uniform  of  their  country.  They  have  suffered 
the  pangs  of  social  ridicule,  the  wounds  of  disinheri- 
tance, and  the  misfortunes  of  political  banishment  for 
the  sake  of  conscientious  obedience  to  a  pacifist  reading 
of  the  love  ethic  of  the  gospel.  Bold  in  their  steadfast 
allegiance  to  conscience  they  have  even  suffered  an 
ultimate  irony:  dismissal  as  "cowards"  by  unsympa- 
thetic compatriots! 

Opposition  to  war  on  religious  grounds  can  be 
found  in  every  age  of  Christendom,  though  some  peri- 
ods have  seen  more  of  it  than  have  others.  A  generation 
raised  upon  a  cold  war  psychology  cannot  remember, 
for  example,  when  at  least  three  of  the  most  significant 
pulpits  in  New  York  City  were  occupied  by  men  who 
had  admitted  and  vocal  pacifist  convictions.  One  of 
these,  having  participated  in  the  First  World  War, 
preached  a  resounding  sermon  in  The  Riverside 
Church  in  1934  addressed  to  the  Unknown  Soldier. 
The  sermon,  which  was  inserted  by  a  sympathetic 
congressman  into  the  Congressional  Record,  ended 
with  this  resolution. 

At  any  rate,  I  will  myself  do  the  best  I  can  to  settle 
my  account  with  the  Unknown  Soldier.  I  renounce 
war.  I  renounce  war  because  of  what  it  does  to  our 
own  men,  I  have  watched  them  coming  gassed  from 
the  front  line  trenches.  I  have  seen  the  long,  long 
hospital  trains  filled  with  their  mutilated  bodies.  I 
have  heard  the  cries  of  the  crazed  and  the  prayers  of 
those  who  wanted  to  die  and  could  not,  and  I  remem- 
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ber  the  maimed  and  ruined  men  for  whom  the  war 
is  not  yet  over.  I  renounce  war  because  of  what  it 
compels  us  to  do  to  our  enemies,  bombing  their 
mothers  in  villages,  starving  their  children  by  block- 
ades, laughing  over  our  coffee  cups  about  every 
damnable  thing  we  have  been  able  to  do  to  them.  I 
renounce  war  for  its  consequences,  for  the  lies  it  hves 
on  and  propagates,  for  the  undying  hatreds  it  arouses, 
for  the  dictatorships  it  puts  in  the  place  of  democ- 
racy, for  the  starvation  that  stalks  after  it.  I  renounce 
war  and  never  again,  directly  or  indirectly,  will  I 
sanction  or  support  another!  O  Unknown  Soldier,  in 
penitent  reparation  I  make  you  that  pledge.^ 

Thirty-three  years  and  several  conflicts  later  a 
Negro  leader  who  had  captured  the  imagination  of  his 
people  and  the  admiration  of  the  world  in  a  nonviolent 
struggle  for  racial  justice  mounted  the  same  high 
distinguished  pulpit  and  flatly  condemned  American 
involvement  in  another  war.  He  saw  the  war  as  de- 
stroying not  only  the  bodies  of  enemies  and  combatants 
but  the  soul  of  our  nation.  "If  America's  soul  becomes 
totally  poisoned,"  he  observed,  "part  of  the  autopsy 
must  read  Vietnam.  It  can  never  be  saved  so  long  as  it 
destroys  the  deepest  hopes  of  men  the  world  over."^ 

In  speaking  about  opposition  to  war  we  do  not 
mean  an  aesthetic  dislike  of  conflict — shared  even  by 
many  zealous  military  men.  Any  opposition  based  only 
upon  dislike  of  war's  procedures,  resentment  of  its 
privations,  or  discontent  with  the  disruptions  of  nor- 
malcy that  follow  in  its  wake  deserves  no  serious 
respect.  The  slacker  does  not  oppose  war;  he  dodges  it. 
War  is  not  wrong  because  it  involves  high  risks  to  our 
lives  and  limbs,  but  because  it  forces  men  to  hunt  out 
and  destroy  other  men.  Willingness  to  sacrifice  con- 
venience, freedom,  and  even  life  itself  may  be  involved 
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in  opposing  war.  War  is  rejected  morally  and  conscien- 
tiously only  when  its  methods  or  purposes  are  held  to 
be  fundamentally  wrong. 

Opposition  to  war  all  but  demands  a  religious 
foundation,  though  not  necessarily  a  theistic  belief,  for 
its  sustenance.  Humanists  and  anarchists  who  oppose 
war  on  general  or  philosophical  grounds  may  still  be 
said  to  express  a  religious  conviction  despite  the  fact 
they  are  not  supernaturalists  and  may  not  participate 
formally  in  the  life  of  a  worshiping  community.  Men 
are  unlikely  to  maintain  the  steadfast  and  perhaps 
even  dogged  devotion  to  an  ideal  demanded  of  the 
conscientious  objector  unless  their  conviction  is  rooted 
in  a  pervasive  and  overwhelming  concern. 

Pragmatic  politics  seldom  furnishes  a  sustaining 
foundation  for  opposition  to  war.  Statesmen  may  plea 
for  peace  or  seek  disarmament  if  either  advances  the 
national  interest.  They  can  even  put  up  the  sword 
when  it  is  situationally  expedient  to  do  so  as  part  of 
statecraft.  But  they  cannot  witness  profoundly  against 
war  itself.  Likewise,  in  general,  the  fjusiness  sense  per- 
ceives too  much  at  stake  in  terms  of  public  relations 
and  financial  involvement  to  become  a  decisive  source 
of  opposition  to  war.  In  many  cases  the  same  is  true  of 
the  educational  enterprise,  which  is  either  a  tool  of  the 
state  or  dependent  upon  the  establishment. 

Despite  rootage  in  a  fundamentally  religious  con- 
viction, pacifism  is  not  of  one  piece.  Think  of  the 
diverse  backgrounds  from  which  pacifists  come!  One 
may  be  raised  in  the  isolation  of  a  Mennonite  country- 
side, separated  from  the  main  currents  of  contempo- 
rary life.  He  may  have  ended  his  education  at  eighth 
grade  in  a  parochial  school  taught  by  members  of  his 
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own  tradition.  Another  may  come  from  a  suburban 
family,  a  product  of  affluence.  He  may  have  traveled 
through  several  foreign  lands  and  have  graduated  from 
a  highly  competitive  college.  His  church  membership 
may  be  with  a  congregation  in  which  the  majority  of 
members  are  hardly  aware  of  his  position  and  probably 
hostile  to  it.  Still  a  third  pacifist  may  live  with  social 
activists  dedicated  to  the  transformation  of  society  or 
among  a  peer  group  largely  interested  in  disassociating 
itself  from  the  mainstream  of  society. 

In  speaking  of  pacifism,  therefore,  it  is  important 
to  think  of  variations  on  a  theme.  The  variations  are 
crucially  important  for  analysis  and  understanding. 
Whereas  all  pacifists  reject  war  in  some  way  and  at 
some  point,  they  differ  in  their  motivations,  their  rea- 
sons for  taking  such  a  stand,  and  even  their  intentions 
and  goals.  There  are  pacifists  who  withdraw  from  life 
in  a  sinful  world  in  order  to  remain  faithful  to  a  moral 
ideal,  but  there  are  also  pacifists  who  would  remake 
the  world  into  a  new  order  based  on  principles  con- 
sistent with  love  and  brotherhood.  There  are  pacifists 
who  accept  the  legitimacy  of  economic  competition — 
even  class  strife — but  others  who  regard  a  competitive 
economic  order  as  wrong.  Some  pacifists  are  political 
anarchists  who  see  no  valid  role  for  the  organized 
structures  of  society,  while  other  pacifists  are  ready  to 
accept  the  rule  of  princes  or  magistrates  as  long  as  they 
are  not  required  to  sustain  that  rule  by  service  in  an 
armed  militia. 

Most  Christian  pacifism  can  be  understood  more 
clearly  if  scrutinized  in  terms  of  two  motifs.  In  one 
motif,  loyalty  to  the  ideals  of  peace  and  brotherhood, 
usually  coupled  with  obedience  to  a  leader  who  exem- 
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plifies  the  way  of  nonviolence,  is  uppermost.  Pacifism 
in  this  motif  does  not  seek  to  alter,  change,  or  over- 
throw the  social  order  to  which  it  is  related.  In  another 
motif,  the  urge  to  abolish  war  becomes  a  social  passion. 
Pacifists  drawn  to  this  outlook  seek  the  transformation 
of  society  by  the  direct  and  indirect  application  of 
nonviolence  as  an  instrument  of  change.  A  third  type 
of  pacifism — more  prevalent  perhaps  in  some  Asian 
rehgions  and  their  offshoots  than  in  die  Christian  West 
— minimizes  the  distinction  between  good  and  evil  and 
thus  eliminates  the  urge  to  defend  one  and  to  overcome 
the  other.  While  not  mutually  exclusive,  these  cate- 
gories are  helpful  for  analyzing  the  spectrum  of  living 
advocacy  that  manifests  itself  as  pacifism. 

Vocational  Pacifism 

a.  Vocational  pacifism  is  grounded  in  obedience 
to  the  teaching  of  a  leader  or  acceptance  of  the  prin- 
ciples of  a  community  that  is  opposed  to  participation 
in  war.  This  obedience  is  decisive  apart  from  consid- 
erations of  practical  and  social  consequences.  While 
vocational  pacifists  may  believe  and  teach  that  pacifism 
is  a  more  excellent  way  or  a  more  promising  strategy 
for  the  achievement  of  human  goals  than  the  contin- 
ued pursuit  of  conflict,  they  espouse  the  pacifist  posi- 
tion because  of  its  inherent  moral  appeal  and  not 
because  of  its  promise  as  a  strategy. 

The  early  church  was  basically  pacifist,  probably 
in  these  terms.  Few  of  its  members  were  soldiers  be- 
fore conversion,  and  none  took  up  the  military  life 
anew  once  they  professed  Christ.  Many  scholars  have 
debated  the  meaning  of  the  early  church's  pacifism. 
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Some  have  suggested  that  the  first-century  Christians 
were  mostly  concerned  to  avoid  idolatry,  such  as  wear- 
ing the  heathen  costume  required  of  soldiers  or  render- 
ing obedience  to  heathen  leaders.  Bethune  Baker,  Ernst 
Troeltsch,  and  Paul  Ramsey  have  used  this  interpreta- 
tion to  conclude  that  a  modern  pacifist  refusal  to  bear 
arms  cannot  be  justified  by  citing  as  an  example  the 
early  Christian  refusal  to  participate  in  the  military 
profession.  On  the  other  hand,  C.  J.  Cadoux  and 
Peter  Mayer  have  challenged  this  argument  as  an  es- 
cape from  the  obvious  implications  of  New  Testament 
teaching  and  early  Christian  adherence  to  it. 

Perhaps  both  considerations  were  present  in  the 
minds  of  early  Christians.  They  seem  to  be  interwoven 
with  each  other  in  Tertullian's  extended  discussion  of 
the  plight  and  promise  of  a  young  Christian  who  was 
martyred  for  refusal  to  wear  the  laurel  crown.  Tertul- 
lian  considers  whether  or  not  the  military  service  in 
which  the  young  Christian  was  engaged  was  of  itself 
as  much  a  violation  of  the  gospel  as  would  have  been 
the  wearing  of  a  pagan  symbol. 

To  begin  with  the  real  ground  of  the  military  crown, 
I  think  we  must  first  inquire  whether  warfare  is 
proper  at  all  for  Christians.  What  sense  is  there  in 
discussing  the  merely  accidental,  when  that  on  which 
it  rests  is  to  be  condemned?  Do  we  believe  it  lawful 
for  a  human  oath  to  be  superadded  to  one  divine,  for 
a  man  to  come  under  promise  to  another  master  after 
Christ,  and  to  adjure  father,  mother,  and  all  nearest 
kinsfolk,  whom  even  the  law  has  commanded  us  to 
honour  and  love  next  to  God  Himself,  to  whom  the 
gospel,  too,  holding  them  only  of  less  account  than 
Christ,  has  in  like  manner  rendered  honour?  Shall  it 
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be  held  lawful  to  make  an  occupation  of  the  sword, 
when  the  Lord  proclaims  that  he  who  uses  the  sword 
shall  perish  by  the  sword?  And  shall  the  son  of  peace 
take  part  in  the  battle  when  it  does  not  become  him 
even  to  sue  at  law?^ 

In  dealing  with  this  problem,  TertuUian  concen- 
trated upon  those  aspects  of  military  service  which 
involve  the  compromise  of  allegiance  to  God.  He  coun- 
seled new  converts  from  ever  taking  up  military  service 
but  specifically  noted  that  the  Christian  tradition  has 
willingly  accepted  converts  from  the  ranks  of  the  mili- 
tary without  requiring  them  to  change  vocations.  Ter- 
tuUian also  declared  that  military  service  does  not 
provide  escape  from  the  punishment  of  sins,  nor  ex- 
emption from  martyrdom. 

Much  that  TertuUian  said  can  be  used  to  bolster 
a  pacifist  reading  of  early  church  life,  but  on  the  main 
issue  as  to  whether  Christians  can  ever  be  soldiers  his 
treatise  is  not  clear.  There  is  less  uncertainty  in  The 
Apostolic  Tradition  of  Hippolytus.  Listing  trades  and 
professions  in  which  Christians  cannot  engage,  it  de- 
clares : 

A  soldier  of  the  civil  authority  must  be  taught  not  to 
kill  men  and  to  refuse  to  do  so  if  he  is  commanded, 
and  to  refuse  to  take  an  oath;  if  he  is  unwilling  to 
comply,  he  must  be  rejected  [for  membership  in  the 
church].  A  miHtary  commander  or  civic  magistrate 
that  wears  the  purple  must  resign  or  be  rejected.  If  a 
catechumen  or  a  believer  seeks  to  become  a  soldier, 
they  must  be  rejected,  for  they  have  despised  God.^ 

Vocational  pacifism  does  not  rest  its  case  com- 
pletely upon  the  call  to  avoid  idolatory.  It  also  entails  a 
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refusal  to  make  political  effectiveness  an  overriding 
consideration  in  the  taking  of  moral  stands.  A  Re- 
formed pastor  in  France,  writing  during  the  Second 
World  War,  put  it  this  way:  "If  we  were  studying 
problems  of  sexual  morality  or  financial  honesty,  and 
tried  to  resolve  them  from  the  standpoint  of  effective- 
ness before  thinking  about  being  faithful  to  God,  the 
results  would  plainly  be  disastrous.  Why  should  things 
be  any  different  with  the  problem  of  war?"^ 

Christian  vocational  pacifism  takes  the  New 
Testament  (or  the  life  example  of  Christ)  as  the 
source  of  its  moral  guidance.  Those  sectarian  move- 
ments of  the  Protestant  left  wing  which  made  a  moral 
law  book  of  the  New  Testament  and  read  its  literal  in- 
junctions seriously,  concluded  that  Christians  should 
not  bear  arms.  Like  the  early  church  these  groups 
banned  from  membership  those  who  would  not  aban- 
don the  sword  and  who  refused  to  take  an  oath.  The 
direct  inward  certainty  of  men  with  conviction  on  this 
point  is  reflected  in  the  autobiography  of  an  early 
American  merchant  who  decided  not  to  keep  arms  for 
protection  against  robbers. 

When  I  laid  aside  my  pistols,  exchanging  them  for 
the  protection  of  the  Lord  God  of  Hosts,  I  was  no 
more  tormented  with  the  fear  of  robbers.  ...  I  had 
no  more  doubt,  from  the  spirit  and  example  of  Christ 
and  the  precepts  of  the  Gospel,  that  all  kinds  of 
carnal  warfare  were  unlawful  for  the  followers  of 
Christ,  than  I  had  of  my  own  existence.  At  this  sol- 
emn moment  the  Word  of  God  appeared  a  reality;  a 
sure  foundation  on  which  to  rest  my  eternal  hopes.^ 

Few  pacifists  are  sufficiently  naive  to  base  a  whole 
moral  commitment  upon  a  single  text  or  saying  of  Jesus, 
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but  appeals  to  Scriptural  texts  have  often  been  made. 
In  dormitory  bull  sessions,  in  sermons,  in  tracts,  and 
even  in  serious  books  enormous  emotional  and  some- 
times scholarly  energy  has  been  expended  in  citing  par- 
ticular New  Testament  texts  as  injunctions  for  or 
against  participation  in  war.  It  is  understandable  why 
such  "proof  text"  methods  are  termed  legalistic,  but  the 
phrase  must  be  applied  with  equal  candor  to  both  paci- 
fists and  nonpacifists  who  engage  in  this  practice.  Bib- 
lical literalists  often  appeal  to  Biblical  texts  to  justify 
military  service.  There  is  hardly  a  pacifist  alive  who  has 
not  been  challenged  with  the  quotation  from  Mark 
12: 17:  "Render  to  Caesar  the  things  that  are  Caesar's, 
and  to  God  the  things  that  are  God's."  It  is  one  of  the 
ironies  of  history  that  a  phrase  which  Jesus  may  have 
used  primarily  to  avoid  a  trap  has  been  employed  by 
many  of  his  followers  as  though  it  is  an  evident  moral 
injunction  to  serve  the  state  by  using  arms.  So  prevalent 
has  been  the  citation  of  Scriptural  passages  in  defense 
of  participation  in  war  that  G.  H.  C.  MacGregor,  in  one 
of  the  most  widely  used  pacifist  tracts  written  in  mod- 
ern times,  devoted  several  pages  to  refuting  proof-text 
ways  of  sanctioning  war.'^ 

The  New  Testament  basis  for  pacifism  does  not 
depend  upon  hairsplitting  over  the  meaning  of  single 
texts.  It  depends,  rather,  upon  a  broadly  based  realiza- 
tion that  the  love  ethic  of  the  gospel,  reflecting  as  it  does 
the  life,  teachings,  and  example  of  Christ,  implies  a 
clear  prohibition  of  killing  in  warfare.  But  even  those 
who  take  the  Christian  imperative  in  these  terms  see 
difiFerent  implications  in  it.  Some,  such  as  the  Seventh- 
Day  Adventists,  believe  that  only  military  combatancy 
is  prohibited  and  willingly  enter  military  service  as 
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members  of  unarmed  medical  units.  Others  believe  that 
any  cooperation  with  the  instrumentalities  of  a  war 
effort  is  wrong  and  will  go  to  prison  rather  than  coop- 
erate even  to  the  extent  of  registering  for  the  draft. 
Some  feel  that  the  New  Testament  condemns  the  use 
of  violent  coercion  as  wrong  but  leaves  Christians  under 
an  obligation  to  resist  evil  by  other  means.  Others  feel 
that  the  New  Testament  ethic  is  an  ethic  of  nonresis- 
tance  to  evil — a  conclusion  with  very  different  moral 
consequences. 

b.  Vocational  pacifism  expresses  a  total  commit- 
ment to  a  moral  ideal  that  presumes  the  individual  will 
judge  all  his  actions,  and  not  merely  the  question  of 
participation  in  war,  by  the  standards  of  a  love  ethic. 
This  requires  more  than  an  intention  to  be  consistent. 
It  presupposes  a  thrust  toward  an  increasingly  per- 
fected obedience  to  the  gospel  as  a  moral  response  to 
divine  grace. 

Many  pacifists,  largely  to  the  extent  to  which  they 
show  a  vocational  motif,  have  accepted  the  doctrine  of 
perfection  as  a  meaningful  way  of  pointing  to  the  un- 
conditional aspect  of  love's  demands.  A.  J.  Muste  ar- 
gued that  we  cannot  dispense  with  the  doctrine  of  per- 
fection without  destroying  something  valuable  in  all  of 
life.  The  idea  of  perfection  stands,  never  as  the  symbol 
of  what  has  been  attained,  but  as  the  means  of  under- 
scoring the  totality  and  all-pervasive  character  of  love. 
Muste  observed  that  science,  art,  and  human  relation- 
ships are  all  dependent  upon  the  thrust  toward  perfec- 
tion. No  scientist  would  tell  himself,  "Well,  I  am  a  poor 
fallible  creature  anyway,  bound  to  deceive  myself,"  and 
then  proceed  to  accept  a  sloppy  experimental  solution 
to  a  problem  in  order  to  meet  some  immediate  need. 
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A  civilization  that  has  blurred  the  ideas  of  obligation 
to  the  highest  moral  standards  and  accountability  to 
God  has  no  bond  to  hold  it  together.  A  generation 
that  believes  itself  condemned  to  moral  impotence  is 
doomed  to  moral  impotence  and  to  disintegration. 
So  it  is,  finally,  in  the  deepest  and  innermost  realm 
of  all,  that  of  religious  experience,  that  the  soul  of 
man  thirsts  for  God,  not  for  a  lesser  being,  and  will 
not  rest  until  it  finds  its  rest  in  him. 
.  .  .  There  would  be  no  human  life  if  this  binding 
element  of  the  thirst  for  perfection  and  its  satisfac- 
tion were  not  in  it. 

There  is,  of  course,  a  better  keyword  to  use  here  than 
the  term  "perfection."  The  keyword  is  "commitment" 
or  "surrender."  It  is  the  purity  of  heart,  the  integrity, 
of  which  Jesus  spoke.  It  is  Kierkegaard's  concept, 
"Purity  of  heart  is  to  will  one  thing."^ 

The  perfectionistic  impulse  shifts  men's  allegiance 
from  a  horizontal  set  of  considerations  to  a  vertical  ulti- 
macy  in  which  the  demands  of  God  rather  than  the 
necessities  of  social  order  are  given  priority.  This  does 
not  mean,  of  course,  that  the  vocational  pacifist  is  un- 
willing to  be  a  member  of  society  in  those  respects  in 
which  he  can  accept  such  involvement  without  contra- 
dicting his  allegiance  to  God.  But  he  moves  toward  the 
full  service  of  the  divine  rather  than  complete  identifi- 
cation with  the  needs  of  the  social  order.  While  he 
never  dares  to  claim  that  at  any  time  or  in  any  manner 
he  attains  perfection — every  actual  moment  is  short  of 
the  vision — he  does  not  truncate  his  effort  with  a  theory 
of  ambiguous  action  tailored  to  fit  the  needs  of  a  sin- 
filled  world.  He  does  not  ponder  the  best  sin  to  commit 
— the  lesser  evil — and  commit  it.  Or,  if  he  does,  it  is 
always  that  action  for  which  he  believes  that  God  rather 
than  human  society  seems  to  call. 
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The  thrust  toward  moral  perfection  can  also  serve 
in  vocational  pacifism  as  grounds  for  accepting  non- 
resistance  to  evil  as  the  keystone  of  New  Testament 
teaching.  The  vocational  pacifist,  deriving  his  criteria 
and  the  impulse  for  action  directly  from  God,  trusts 
God's  providence  to  care  for  history.  If  God  does  not 
choose  to  eradicate  particular  political  corruptions  or 
social  malfeasance  from  a  given  situation,  the  voca- 
tional pacifist  does  not  feel  that  history  will  be  lost. 
Criticizing  a  pacifism  of  nonviolent  resistance  to  evil  as 
unbiblical,  Guy  Franklin  Hershberger  declared: 

New  Testament  nonresistance  is  concerned  first  with 
obedience  to  God  and  the  creation  of  loving  brodier- 
hood.  Desired  advantage  and  social  change  are  sec- 
ondary to  this,  and  are  striven  for  only  in  so  far  as 
the  methods  used  are  not  in  conflict  with  the  will  of 
God.  Nonresistance  does  not  adopt  suffering  as  a 
means  of  achieving  justice,  although  it  does  stand 
ready  to  suffer  even  injustice  for  the  sake  of  obedi- 
ence to  God,  if  there  is  no  other  way.^ 

The  perfectionist  impulse  often  drives  men  to 
dramatic  forms  of  total  commitment.  Albert  Schweitzer 
gave  up  a  brilliant  career  in  theology  and  music  to  prac- 
tice medicine  in  Lambarene  Africa.  Schweitzer's  paci- 
fism was  based  upon  the  principle  of  reverence  for  life 
and  was  a  clue  to  his  whole  life  orientation.  From  the 
perspective  of  this  principle  he  diagnosed  Western  cul- 
ture as  sick  and  called  for  a  new  and  totally  different 
response  to  life.  Schweitzer  stressed  the  perfectionist 
(or  absolutist)  element  in  ethics  because  he  believed  a 
worldly  relativism  cannot  get  beyond  the  mere  social 
law  to  any  possibility  of  saving  achievement. 

Perfectionism  may  be  accompanied  by  separatism. 
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Concern  for  complete  and  perfect  obedience  in  one's 
own  life  may  not  be  combined  with  the  search  for  an 
ethic  acceptable  to  all  the  world.  The  Anabaptists  to- 
tally and  completely  rejected  the  use  of  armed  coercion 
by  members  of  their  own  fellowship,  yet  referred  to  the 
sword  as  "ordained  for  use  outside  the  perfection  of 
Christ."  They  did  not  try  to  construct  a  Christian  ethic 
acceptable  to,  and  valid  within,  a  community  outside  of 
Christian  commitment.  Their  key  ethical  concept  has 
been  total  fidelity  within  the  fold  rather  than  universal 
responsibility  within  the  world,  and  they  have  been 
willing  to  live  apart  from  the  mainstream  of  the  world's 
life  in  order  to  "obey  God  rather  than  man." 

Religious  perfectionism  should  not  be  equated 
with  radical  absolutism.  One  seeks  totality  in  obedience 
to  a  love  ethic  of  the  gospel  in  devotion  to  God's  will; 
the  other  is  concerned  to  be  as  totally  effective  as  possi- 
ble in  the  effort  to  resist  war.  The  first  disassociates  it- 
self from  war  and  the  social  processes  that  support  it  as 
a  form  of  witness  to  a  higher  morality;  the  other  pro- 
tests against  war  and  uses  social  forces  to  seek  its  elimi- 
nation. When  faced  with  the  coercive  power  of  the 
state,  perfectionism  generally  prompts  submission;  ab- 
solutism, anarchy.  The  perfectionist  believes  compro- 
mise is  morally  abortive;  the  absolutist  believes  it  is 
strategically  defeating. 

c.  Vocational  pacifism  in  general  does  not  obstruct 
the  war  efforts  of  conscientious  participants.  While  no 
convinced  pacifist  concedes  that  the  nonpacifist  is  mor- 
ally right,  the  vocational  pacifist  often  respects  the  le- 
gitimate convictions  of  those  who  do  not  agree  with  his 
conclusions.  In  removing  himself  from  war  by  some 
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degree  of  restraint  he  withdraws  from,  rather  than  re- 
sists, the  efforts  of  the  civil  order  and  the  participation . 
of  his  fellow  Christians  in  supportive  roles  within  it.  A 
few  vocational  pacifists  even  refrain  from  debate  with 
their  fellow  Christians  who  take  a  different  moral 
stand,  but  all  refrain  from  direct  actions  that  are  de- 
signed to  embarrass,  subvert,  or  terminate  the  activities 
of  conscientious  participants. 

This  may  be  the  most  decisive  of  all  criteria  for 
distinguishing  vocational  from  activistic  pacifism.  The 
vocational  pacifist  often  recognizes  and  usually  con- 
cedes moral  legitimacy  in  the  decisions  of  those  who 
engage  in  war  on  conscientious  grounds.  He  carefully 
avoids  any  deliberate  obstruction  that  would  aid  and 
abet  his  nation's  enemies.  He  searches  for  means  of 
maintaining  fellowship  and  dialogue  across  the  difFer- 
ences  that  separate  him  from  Christian  brethren  of  a 
different  point  of  view.  He  applies  the  principle  of  rec- 
onciliation to  the  separations  that  divide  the  body  of 
Christ  on  issues  of  war  as  well  as  to  the  nations  that  are 
divided  on  issues  of  policy.  The  vocational  pacifist  is 
prepared  to  trust  in  persuasion,  even  in  the  process  of 
opposing  war  itself. 

Activistic  Pacifism 

In  1929,  Devere  Allen  made  a  contrast  between 
"traditional"  pacifism,  marked  by  religious  devotion  to 
the  ideals  of  a  hateless  life,  and  "modern"  pacifism. 
Whereas  "traditional"  pacifism,  as  kept  alive  by  the 
historic  peace  churches,  is  marked  by  renunciation, 
according  to  Allen, 
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the  pacifism  of  today  is  strongly  positive.  The  paci- 
fist's concern  is  not  merely  the  sfJvation  of  his  soul 
by  refusal  to  sin  through  the  employment  of  violence; 
he  is  out  to  abolish  war  and  conceives  of  his  pacifism 
as  a  means  directly  to  that  end.  The  old  individual- 
istic type  of  pacifism,  offering  the  world  a  "testi- 
mony" by  example,  is  of  course  alive  to-day,  though 
the  vocabulary  is  somewhat  changed.  However,  the 
pacifist  who  uses  his  influence  as  he  may  in  non- 
conscript  countries,  and  the  war  resister  in  more 
mihtaristic  lands  who  goes  to  jail  refusing  military 
service,  are  alike  in  visualizing  a  world  order  ulti- 
mately freed  from  the  clutch  of  the  war  monster. 
Regardless  of  how  often  pacifists  may  appear  to  the 
pubhc  eye  as  obstructionists,  recalcitrants,  or  slack- 
ers, they  are  undertaking  positive  accompHshment  in 
social  progress. ^*^ 

"Activistic"  is  a  better  adjective  than  "modern"  for  the 
kind  of  pacifism  Allen  has  described. 

a.  Activistic  pacifism  is  grounded  in  a  belief  that 
the  renunciation  of  violence  is  socially  imperative  and 
politically  effective.  It  is  concerned  to  be  a  part  of  the 
ongoing  society  of  men  and  to  influence  human  affairs 
through  witness  and  pressure.  It  believes  that  society  is 
capable  of  being  transformed  from  its  present  coercive 
ways  to  a  cooperative  order.  It  looks  upon  the  state,  not 
as  a  device  for  restraining  sin  (which  by  its  very  nature 
must  be  coercive),  but  as  a  community  of  men  will- 
ingly joined  in  common  endeavors.  Hence,  the  state 
can  be  Christianized  in  its  life  and  character  even  as 
individuals  can  be  Christianized.  Such  pacifism  looks 
forward  to  the  day  when  "the  kingdoms  of  this  world 
are  become  the  kingdoms  of  our  Lord,  and  of  his 
Christ." 
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Quakers  have  generally  advocated  a  pacifism  of 
the  activistic  type.  Whereas  the  Mennonites  have  be- 
lieved that  coercive  society  is  essentially  sinful  and 
must  therefore  be  shunned,  the  Quakers  have  held  that 
any  coercive  society  is  historically  abortive  and  must 
therefore  be  transformed.  By  accepting  political  office, 
by  engaging  in  social  action,  and  by  bringing  the  stand- 
ards of  Christian  morality  to  bear  upon  the  corporate 
life  of  man,  the  Quakers  have  hoped  to  change  society 
into  a  more  peaceful  order — even  to  achieve  a  world 
in  which  force  is  not  used. 

Others  have  shared  this  hope.  William  Ellery 
Channing  did  so  as  a  Unitarian  preacher.  He  delivered 
a  discourse  on  war  in  the  year  1816  before  the  assem- 
bled Congregational  ministers  of  Massachusetts  and  a 
second  discourse  in  1835.  In  these  discourses  he  argued 
that  war  is  a  passing  historical  evil  and  predicted  the 
progressive  elimination  of  coercive  violence  from  the 
social  order.  He  prescribed  for  the  changes  in  attitude 
and  outlook  required  to  hasten  the  desired  day.  In  the 
first  discourse  he  condemned  war  for  its  influences 
upon  the  men  and  nations  who  conduct  it,  believing  it 
to  unleash  throughout  the  warring  community  "un- 
friendly and  malignant  passions."  War  springs  from 
human  passion  for  superiority,  from  false  patriotism, 
and  from  the  appeal  of  the  splendid  trappings  and  orna- 
ments which  the  young  see  adorning  the  soldier.  Chan- 
ning was  particularly  scornful  of  the  glare  of  glory  that 
surrounds  the  military  profession. 

Channing's  confidence  that  war  will  eventually  be 
eliminated  appears  with  unmistakable  clarity  in  his  last 
public  words. 
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Mighty  powers  are  at  work  in  the  world.  Who  can 
stay  them?  God's  word  has  gone  forth,  and  "it  can- 
not return  to  him  void."  A  new  comprehension  of  the 
Christian  spirit,  a  new  reverence  for  humanity,  a 
new  feehng  of  brotherhood,  and  of  all  men's  relation 
to  the  common  Father — this  is  among  the  signs  of 
our  times.  We  see  it;  do  we  not  feel  it?  Before  this  all 
oppressions  are  to  fall.  Society,  silently  pervaded  by 
this,  is  to  change  its  aspect  of  universal  warfare  for 
peace.  The  power  of  selfishness,  all-grasping  and 
seemingly  invincible,  is  to  yield  to  this  diviner  en- 
ergy. The  song  of  angels,  "On  earth  peace,"  will  not 
always  sound  as  fiction.  O  come,  thou  kingdom  of 
heaven,  for  which  we  daily  pray!  Come,  Friend  and 
Saviour  of  the  race,  who  didst  shed  thy  blood  on  the 
cross  to  reconcile  man  to  man,  and  earth  to  heaven! 
Come,  ye  predicted  ages  of  righteousness  and  love, 
for  which  the  faithful  have  so  long  yearned!  Come, 
Father  Almighty,  and  crown  with  thine  omnipotence 
the  humble  strivings  of  thy  children  to  subvert  op-  - 
pression  and  wrong,  to  spread  light  and  freedom, 
peace  and  joy,  the  truth  and  spirit  of  thy  Son, 
through  the  whole  earth !^^ 

The  Social  Gospel,  which  heavily  influenced 
American  Protestantism  between  the  two  world  wars, 
was  also  optimistic  about  the  elimination  of  coercion 
from  society.  Many  of  its  adherents  were  pacifists  and 
all  its  spokesmen  felt  the  need  for  Christians  to  work 
for  the  abolition  of  war.  Walter  Rauschenbusch,  who 
was  perhaps  the  best-known  theologian  of  the  Social 
Gospel,  was  more  preoccupied  with  overcoming  eco- 
nomic injustices  than  with  the  elimination  of  coercion 
from  society.  But,  while  he  was  not  a  complete  pacifist, 
he  did  find  in  the  struggle  against  economic  injustice 
places  at  which  he  also  needed  to  criticize  and  to  chal- 
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lenge  the  war  system.  In  believing  that  the  social  order 
could  be  Christianized  he  also  contributed  to  the  cli- 
mate of  hope  in  which  the  Christianization  of  the  inter- 
national order  by  overcoming  war  was  viewed  by  great 
numbers  of  Christians  as  a  worthy  outlet  for  their  social 
idealism.  George  D.  Herron,  a  perhaps  less  illustrious 
exponent  of  the  Social  Gospel,  actually  looked  for  the 
development  of  a  noncoercive  state  that  would  replace 
a  church  beholden  to  the  coercive  practices  of  society. 

These  hopes  were  reinforced  by  confidence  in 
man's  ability  to  improve  society.  The  New  Testament 
idea  of  the  Kingdom  of  God  was  equated  with  a  better 
society.  Belief  in  progress  seemed  self-evident  in  a  cul- 
ture born  of  the  Enlightenment  and  nurtured  on  social 
Darwinism.  Even  the  First  World  War  was,  for  a  time 
at  least,  believed  to  have  made  a  world  secure  for  peace. 
Many  countries  signed  instruments  such  as  the  Kellogg- 
Briand  Pact  outlawing  war. 

In  such  a  climate  of  opinion  it  was  comparatively 
easy  to  think  of  the  renunciation  of  coercive  violence 
as  a  historical  possibility.  Pacifists  continued  to  hope 
for  a  world  of  peace  and  justice  even  when  they  experi- 
enced profound  disillusionment  with  the  failure  of  the 
First  World  War  to  bear  the  fruits  of  enduring  peace. 
They  rejected  the  method  used  rather  than  doubting 
the  outcome  expected.  They  urged  individuals  to  re- 
fuse to  cooperate  with  the  evil  of  war  as  a  means  of 
hastening  a  period  in  which  war  would  be  rejected  as 
an  instrument  of  national  policy.  The  "peace  move- 
ment" was  to  become  a  crusade  against  war. 

b.  Activistic  pacifism  specifically  advocates  the 
use  of  nonviolence  as  a  positive  weapon  for  the  achieve- 
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ment  of  social  change.  In  advocating  nonviolence  as  a 
morally  legitimate  form  of  resistance  to  evil,  the  activ- 
istic  pacifist  assumes  a  very  different  posture  toward 
the  world  than  does  the  vocational  pacifist.  Believers  in 
nonviolence  regard  the  duty  to  oppose  evil  by  every 
means  short  of  violence  to  be  an  important  part  of 
Christian  obligation.  Martin  Luther  King  became  a 
pacifist  only  after  he  realized  that  nonviolence  provides 
a  way  in  which  to  oppose  evil  without  the  use  of  mili- 
tary techniques. 

The  use  of  the  terms  "nonresistance"  and  "non- 
violence" in  pacifist  writing  suffers  from  great  confu- 
sion. The  clarity  with  which  Guy  F.  Hershberger  could 
draw  a  distinction  between  these  two  terms  has  been 
all  but  lost  in  subsequent  discussions.  It  was  probably 
obscure  even  in  the  writings  of  pacifists  before  Hersh- 
berger's  time.  Take,  for  example,  Adin  Ballou's  de- 
scription in  1846  of  his  convictions  as  a  member  of  the 
New  England  Non-Resistance  Society. 

It  is  not  non-resistance  to  animals  and  inanimate 
things,  nor  to  satan,  but  only  to  human  beings.  Nor 
is  it  moral  non-resistance  to  human  beings,  but 
chiefly  physical.  Nor  is  it  physical  non-resistance  to 
all  human  beings,  under  all  circumstances,  but  only 
so  far  as  to  abstain  totally  from  the  infliction  of  per- 
sonal injury,  as  a  means  of  resistance.  It  is  simply 
nonresistance  of  injury  with  injury — evil  with  evil.^^ 

William  Lloyd  Garrison  had  the  same  moral 
stance  in  mind  when  he  hailed  the  Principles  of  the 
New  England  Society  to  be  potentially  as  important  for 
mankind  as  was  the  signing  of  the  Declaration  of  Inde- 
pendence. He  was  not  thinking,  however,  of  meek  sub- 
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mission  to  the  forces  of  evil  when  he  resolved  for  the 
Society  "to  speak  and  act  boldly  in  the  cause  of  God;  to 
assail  iniquity  in  high  places,  and  in  low  places;  to  ap- 
ply our  principles  to  all  existing  civil,  political,  legal, 
and  ecclesiastical  institutions."^^ 

Behind  the  confusion  of  words  that  obscures  the 
differences  between  nonresistance  and  nonviolence 
stands  a  very  basic  difference  between  two  points  of 
view.  In  one,  advocated  by  men  like  Guy  F.  Hersh- 
berger,  the  touchstone  of  Christian  obligation  is  non- 
resistance  to  evil.  In  the  other,  nonviolence  is  taken  as 
a  crucial  method  for  combating  evil.  Thomas  Merton, 
writing  a  preface  to  P.  R.  Regamey's  book  Non-violence 
and  the  Christian  Conscience,  emphasizes  that  "not 
only  does  non-violence  resist  evil  but,  if  it  is  properly 
practised,  it  resists  evil  more  effectively  than  violence 
ever  could. "^* 

Richard  B.  Gregg,  in  a  highly  influential  book  that 
has  done  much  to  present  nonviolence  as  an  effective 
strategy  for  repelling  evil,  used  terms  such  as  "Moral 
Jiu-jitsu"  to  describe  its  logic  and  consequences  and 
drew  analogies  between  the  methods  and  aims  of  non- 
violence and  those  of  violence.  The  courage,  energy, 
discipline,  endurance,  and  other  traits  of  toughness 
required  of  the  military  soldier  can  be  found  in  the 
practitioner  of  nonviolence.  Nonviolence  is,  as  Gregg 
presented  it,  a  substitute  manner  for  conducting  the 
struggle  against  evil,  differing  only  in  one  psychological 
respect  from  war. 

The  object  [of  nonviolent  resistance]  is  not  to  make 
the  opponent  believe  that  he  is  crushed  and  beaten 
and  humihated,  but  to  persuade  him  to  reahze  that 


68 


OPPOSITION    TO    PARTICIPATION    IN    WAR 

he  can  attain  security,  or  whatever  else  his  ultimate 
desire  may  be  by  easier  and  surer  means  than  he  saw 
formerly.  The  effort  is  furthermore  to  help  him  work 
out  such  new  means,  not  rigidly  or  on  any  a  priori 
plan,  but  flexibly  in  accordance  with  the  deepest 
growing  truth  of  the  entire  situation  in  all  its  bear- 
ings. The  opponent's  courage  is  not  destroyed,  but 
merely  his  belief  that  his  will  and  desire  must  be 
satisfied  only  in  his  way.^^ 

Nonresistance,  nonviolence,  nonparticipation, 
and  noncooperation — the  terms  are  many  by  which 
men  have  pointed  to  a  moral  rejection  of  armed  coer- 
cion. Nor  does  the  idea  for  which  such  terms  are  used 
stem  merely  from  Christian  impulses.  The  Hindu 
concept  of  ahimsa,  which  initially  meant  "nonharm" 
or  "inoffensiveness,"  was  broadened  by  Mahatma 
Gandhi  to  an  ideal  similar  to  love  and  was  reinter- 
preted to  mean  nonviolent  opposition  to  evil  through 
civil  disobedience  and  the  operation  of  satyagraha 
(soul  force). 

By  taking  nonviolence  as  a  strategy  for  overcom- 
ing evU,  the  activistic  pacifist  feels  able  to  refute  the 
charge  that  those  who  oppose  the  use  of  violence  have 
no  program  for  fighting  injustice.  He  believes  that  he 
has  a  superior  method,  a  more  excellent  way  of  over- 
coming evil.  Not  only  does  he  believe  that  nonviolence 
is  more  compatible  than  violence  with  the  ideal  of  love 
central  in  Christian  teaching,  but  he  believes  that  Gan- 
dhi has  shown  that  nonviolent  resistance  to  evil  is  more 
strategically  successful  than  armed  coercion. 

c.  Resistance  to  war  and  the  war  system  prompts 
the  activistic  pacifist  to  deny  by  implication  the  possi- 
bility of  a  pluralistic  Christian  witness  on  the  legiti- 
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macy  of  war.  The  activistic  pacifist  resists  war  openly, 
even  to  the  point  of  thwarting  the  military  operations 
of  his  own  nation.  He  may  picket  recruiting  centers,  lie 
down  in  front  of  troop  trains,  refuse  to  cooperate  with 
draft  machinery. 

Radical  expressions  of  activistic  pacifism  are  not 
condoned  by  all  pacifists.  Vera  Brittain  once  remarked 
that  the  actions  of  "belligerent"  pacifists  are  "nothing 
other  than  a  form  of  inverted  militarism."^®  Henry 
David  Thoreau  seems  only  to  have  supported  civil  dis- 
obedience as  a  form  of  disassociation  from  evil.  "It  is 
not  a  man's  duty,"  he  wrote,  "as  a  matter  of  course,  to 
devote  himself  to  the  eradication  of  any,  even  the  most 
enormous  wrong;  he  may  still  properly  have  other  con- 
cerns to  engage  him;  but  it  is  his  duty,  at  least,  to  wash 
his  hands  of  it."^^  "If  the  injustice  is  part  of  the  neces- 
sary friction  of  the  machine  of  government,  let  it  go,  let 
it  go :  perchance  it  will  wear  smooth  .  .  .  but  if  it  is  of 
such  a  nature  that  it  requires  you  to  be  the  agent  of 
injustice  to  another,  then,  I  say,  break  the  law."^^ 

But  the  activistic  pacifist  deems  it  hypocritical  to 
believe  that  war  is  wrong  yet  allow  others  to  perpetuate 
it.  Unlike  vocational  pacifists,  who  can  respect  the 
moral  legitimacy  of  conscientious  participation  in  war, 
the  activistic  pacifist  feels  that  those  who  embrace  war 
must  be  resisted.  In  speaking  of  fellow  countrymen  in 
the  service,  one  opponent  of  the  Vietnam  war  cried 
out,  "Murderers  have  no  rights."  Who  has  not  met 
pacifists  who,  while  professing  love  of  enemies  as  a 
moral  obligation  of  the  gospel,  are  not  long  on  charity 
toward  the  Pentagon?  The  activistic  pacifist  can  be- 
come a  crusader  in  reverse. 
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Transmoral  Pacifism 

A  third  motif  within  pacifism  stems  from  entirely 
difFerent  assumptions  about  the  nature  of  man  and 
history.  Unlike  the  main  attitudes  prevalent  in  the 
Hebrew-Christian  West,  which  traditionally  cares 
about  moral  values  in  historical  and  social  conditions, 
this  motif  is  related  to  an  Eastern  nondualism  in  which 
the  urge  to  support  what  is  right  and  to  resist  what  is 
wrong  is  overcome  by  what  amounts  to  a  denial  of  the 
distinctions  by  which  right  and  wrong  are  separated. 

Part  of  a  world  view  radically  at  odds  with  the 
main  features  of  the  Biblical  tradition,  this  outlook 
dissolves  the  contrast  between  the  good  and  the  bad  by 
merging  both  into  an  undifferentiated  whole.  It  under- 
cuts the  impulse  to  defend  the  right  and  to  struggle 
against  the  wrong  by  declaring  that  there  is  no  ultimate 
difference  between  them.  Conflict  is  eliminated  by  pre- 
suming a  unity  that  overcomes  antipathy.  Even  non- 
resistance  to  evil  is  meaningless  if  evil  is  defined  away. 

To  appreciate  this  point  of  view  requires  the  de- 
liberate reversal  of  assumptions  that  are  common  to  all 
Westerners.  Alan  Watts,  calling  his  readers  to  such  a 
reversal,  charges  that 

the  Hebrew-Christian  universe  is  one  in  which 
moral  urgency,  the  anxiety  to  be  right,  embraces  and 
penetrates  everything.  God,  the  Absolute  itself,  is 
good  as  against  bad,  and  thus  to  be  immoral  or  in  the 
wrong  is  to  feel  oneself  an  outcast  not  merely  from 
human  society  but  also  from  existence  itself,  from 
the  root  and  ground  of  hfe.  To  be  in  the  wrong  there- 
fore arouses  a  metaphysical  anxiety  and  sense  of  guilt 
— a  state  of  eternal  damnation — utterly  dispropor- 
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tionate  to  the  crime.  This  metaphysical  guilt  is  so 
insupportable  that  it  must  eventually  issue  in  the  re- 
jection of  God  and  of  his  laws — which  is  just  what 
has  happened  in  the  whole  movement  of  modern  sec- 
ularism, materiahsm,  and  naturahsm.  Absolute  mo- 
rahty  is  profoundly  destructive  of  morality,  for  the 
sanctions  which  it  invokes  against  evil  are  far,  far  too 
heavy.  One  does  not  cure  the  headache  by  cutting 
off  the  head.i9 

This  transmoral  stance  begins  from  such  radically 
different  assumptions  about  human  life  that  it  cannot 
be  understood  as  a  moral  alternative  within  the  frame- 
work of  Western  thinking.  It  is  an  alternative  to  the 
entire  cultural  situation  in  which  war  is  a  problem  of 
conscience  for  either  the  pacifist  or  the  nonpacifist. 
Just  as  we  make  no  comparison  between  right  and 
wrong  stars  when  gazing  at  the  heavens  after  dark,  or 
between  right  and  wrong  mountain  ranges  when  look- 
ing at  beautiful  scenery.  Watts  contends  that  we  must 
learn  to  accept  historical  events  without  making  judg- 
ments that  lead  to  anxiety  and  conflict.  Although  in 
very  limited  areas  we  may  improve  and  change  human 
life  for  the  better,  these  areas  are  subordinate  to  the 
overarching  unity  in  the  transcendent  universe  where 
we  must  accept  things  as  they  are. 

Watts  has  taken  some  of  his  ideas  from  Zen  Bud- 
dhism. Zen  carries  this  principle  of  nondiscrimination 
even  to  its  response  to  military  life.  It  has  often  extolled 
such  virtues  as  chivalry  and  allegiance  to  duty.  It  has 
even  taught  the  art  of  jujitsu  as  a  means  of  throwing 
an  opponent  off  balance  by  encouraging  him  to  flay 
without  meeting  resistance.  This  causes  him  to  destroy 
himself  with  tihe  momentum  of  his  own  arrogant 
thrusts.  In  a  similar  vein  the  sage  Lao-tzu  advised  his 
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followers  not  to  attempt  the  remaking  of  the  empire 
when  they  became  rulers. 

When  a  minister  serves  a  ruler  after  the  principle  of 
TAO,  he  will  not  advise  a  resort  to  force  of  arms  to 
become  a  great  nation.  Like  returns  hke.  So  briars  and 
thorns  grow  rank  where  an  army  camps.  Bad  years  of 
want  and  disorder  follow  a  great  war. 

Therefore,  the  competent  ruler,  resolutely  restrain- 
ing his  desires,  dares  not  resort  to  force.  Because  he 
is  resolute,  he  will  not  be  boastful,  nor  haughty,  nor 
arrogant;  because  he  is  resolute  he  will  act  only  un- 
der necessity;  because  he  is  resolute,  he  will  have  no 
ambition  to  be  powerful. 

By  the  nature  of  things,  when  the  strength  of  any- 
thing is  fully  developed,  it  immediately  begins  to 
decay.  This  means  that  strength  is  not  in  accordance 
with  the  principle  of  TAO.  Being  not  in  accordance 
with  TAO,  it  will  soon  pass  away.^^ 

The  code  of  the  warrior  accepts  military  style  as  a 
social  custom  without  judging  it  morally  as  either  right 
or  wrong.  Like  hippies  who  find  enjoyment  in  wearing 
old  military  clothing  yet  want  no  part  of  warfare  as  a 
social  strategy,  the  traditional  Zen  culture  accepted 
military  courtesy  and  chivalry  as  aesthetically  appealing 
without  regarding  them  as  crucial  instruments  of  moral 
purpose. 

A  transmoral  pacifist  would  probably  be  unable  to 
declare  himself  a  conscientious  objector  to  a  draft  with- 
out invoking  some  principle  of  moral  discrimination 
alien  to  his  professed  world  view.  Of  course,  if  his  per- 
spective on  life  and  society  were  universalized,  there 
would  be  neither  war  nor  draft.  Thus  this  view  pre- 
sents us,  not  so  much  with  a  way  of  dealing  with  war 
as  a  problem  of  conscience  as  with  an  alternative  world 
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view  that  can  become  significant  only  if  it  finds  a  sup- 
porting cultural  matrix. 

But,  dare  we  dismiss  this  as  entirely  irrelevant  to 
Western  man?  It  poses  an  important  issue  that  cannot 
be  readily  ignored.  To  what  extent  are  we  responsible 
for  the  morals  and  conduct  of  other  men  or  for  the 
conditions  of  life  under  which  neighbors  live?  Our 
involvement  as  a  nation  in  the  turmoil  of  the  present 
world  presumes  that  we  have  a  duty  to  arrange  and 
control  that  world  in  accordance  with  our  understand- 
ing of  justice  and  order.  Obviously,  if  we  did  not  draw 
sharp  and  vigorous  distinctions  between  good  and  evil 
in  the  affairs  of  nations,  we  would  not  be  involved  as 
we  are  on  a  global  scale. 

In  epochs  of  the  past  our  responsibilities  have 
been  limited  by  lack  of  communication  and  slowness  of 
transportation.  Isolationism  was  a  geographically  given 
condition  not  a  morally  determined  position.  American 
Indians  had  no  chance  of  fighting  aggression  in  Asia. 
Modem  technology  has  changed  this,  and  in  so  doing 
has  posed  the  issue  of  responsibility  to  neighbors  in  a 
radically  wider  form.  In  general,  we  have  taken  the 
plight  of  others  as  a  matter  for  our  concern  and  have 
willingly  committed  ourselves  to  defend  them — usu- 
ally, alas,  when  first  convinced  that  their  defense  is 
primarily  in  our  interest. 

Jesus  once  admonished  his  followers  to  let  the 
tares  grow  together  with  the  wheat.  He  also  spoke  of  a 
God  who  permits  rain  to  fall  alike  on  the  just  and  the 
unjust.  These  suggestions  hint  of  a  transmoral  perspec- 
tive. They  also,  when  translated  from  their  agrarian 
imagery,  raise  issues  pertinent  to  policy  decisions  in  an 
era  of  global  togetherness  and  highly  technicalized  war- 
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fare.  Shall  we  incinerate  whole  areas  of  a  countryside 
to  root  out  political  insurgents? 

Perhaps  we  will  answer  this  with  our  technology 
by  creating  devices  that  skillfully  separate  "wheat"  and 
"tares"  within  nations  racked  by  civil  strife.  Perhaps  we 
will  come  to  control  the  "rains"  of  fortune  and  circum- 
stance to  shape  a  world  in  the  image  of  our  moral  judg- 
ments and  hence  succeed  in  doing  what  God  has  not 
yet  been  able  to  do.  If  so,  we  can  ignore  the  issue  raised 
by  transmoral  pacifism.  But  if  not,  we  may  need  to  re- 
examine the  working  assumptions  of  policies  that  take 
upon  themselves  the  moral  burden  of  the  world. 
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War  confronts  the  corporate  Christian  conscience  with 
great  perplexity.  The  actions  that  it  demands  contra- 
dict the  spirit  of  love  and  reconciliation  taught  by  the 
gospel,  yet  the  goals  for  which  it  may  be  waged  fre- 
quently express  the  very  concern  for  social  justice  and 
righteousness  that  Biblical  faith  engenders.  Its  methods 
flatly  contradict  much  that  Jesus  Christ  seemed  to  teach 
about  nonresistance  and  nonviolence,  yet  the  reasons 
for  its  use  are  often  based  upon  a  concern  to  protect  a 
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neighboring  country  from  unjust  attack  or  from  ex- 
ploitation by  those  who  dishonor  all  that  Christians  be- 
lieve men  deserve  as  children  of  a  righteous  God. 

War  can  both  defend  and  disrupt  those  structures 
of  law  and  order  which  are  basic  to  human  civilization. 
It  cannot  be  embraced  without  contradicting  some  fun- 
damental mandates  of  Christian  morality,  nor  can  re- 
course to  it  under  dire  circumstances  be  refused  with- 
out seeming  to  invite  social  malignancy  to  overrun  the 
world.  Within  individuals,  war  can  create  both  besti- 
ality and  moral  heroism.  It  is  clear  that  for  now,  and 
for  the  indefinite  future,  there  are  bound  to  be  some 
Christians  who  can,  and  some  who  cannot,  conscien- 
tiously participate  in  armed  conflict. 

But  the  moral  issues  related  to  participation  in 
war  cannot  be  settled  in  the  abstract  alone.  Those  who 
find  it  possible  to  entertain  the  moral  legitimacy  of  war 
are  still  forced  to  make  judgments  about  individual 
conflicts.  Just  war  teaching,  for  example,  demands  the 
examination  of  both  the  goals  and  the  methods  of  each 
conflict  before  a  military  action  can  be  considered  either 
right  or  wrong.  Likewise,  agonized  participation  usu- 
ally appears  as  a  response  to  a  specific  crisis  of  felt 
obhgation  created  by  an  injustice  deemed  so  great  as  to 
be  intolerable  and  so  entrenched  as  to  require  eradica- 
tion by  coercive  violence. 

This  means  that  the  moral  question,  which  asks 
whether  war  is  right  and  proper,  moves  to  the  policy 
question,  which  asks  whether  war  is  wise  and  workable 
under  given  circumstances.  Men  have  frequently  as- 
sumed that  the  policy  question  is  easier  to  answer,  that 
once  committed  morally  to  using  arms  in  defense  of 
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justice  men  will  work  together  for  the  cause.  This  was 
manifestly  the  case  in  the  Second  World  War,  when  a 
whole  Allied  world  was  agreed  on  the  dangers  of  fascist 
totalitarianism.  It  has  been  almost  as  true  of  our  atti- 
tude toward  Communism  during  the  cold  war. 

Today,  however,  we  are  becoming  increasingly 
aware  that  men  can  read  circumstances  differently  even 
when  they  agree  upon  moral  principles  in  the  abstract. 
The  debate  about  Vietnam,  which  has  raged  so  vigor- 
ously in  all  segments  of  American  society,  reveals  the 
difficulties  that  can  arise  in  weighing  the  implications 
of  circumstances.  This  war,  which  may  well  be  repre- 
sentative of  the  messy  uncertainties  and  confused  al- 
ternatives that  will  mark  the  conflicts  of  the  future,  has 
polarized  opinion  as  has  no  previous  conflict  in  this 
century.  Practically  every  traditional  set  of  moral  cri- 
teria has  been  invoked  both  to  support  and  to  condemn 
it,  no  less  by  Christian  moralists  than  by  the  general 
public.  Even  men  proceeding  from  the  same  assump- 
tions have  come  to  different  judgments  about  it.  As 
judged  by  any  aspiration  for  consensus,  it  is  a  case  study 
in  perplexity. 

Vietnam  as  a  Problem  in  Judgment 

Some  Christians,  Paul  Ramsey  among  them,  have 
argued  that  there  are  situations  when  the  cause  of  jus- 
tice can  be  served  only  by  unilateral  intervention  in  the 
affairs  of  other  nations.  They  see  the  United  States  as  a 
powerful  nation  with  corporate  responsibilities  in  a 
bipolar  world.  In  such  a  world,  marked  by  protracted 
conflict,  there  is  no  effective  international  authority 
sufficiently  strong  to  assume  responsibility  for  maiq- 
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taining  order.  Consequently,  individual  states  that  pos- 
sess the  means  to  do  so — and  this  points  inevitably  to 
our  nation — must  assume  the  tasks  and  duties  of  main- 
taining justice  where  aggression  is  threatened.  While 
Ramsey  gives  just  w^ar  teaching  as  the  formal  rationale 
for  his  argument,  his  rhetoric  often  sounds  like  the 
writing  of  an  agonized  participant: 

For  us  to  choose  political  or  military  intervention  is 
to  use  power  tragically  incommensurate  with  what 
should  politically  be  done,  while  not  to  intervene 
means  tragically  to  fail  to  undertake  the  performance 
of  responsibilities  that  are  there,  and  that  are  not 
hkely  to  be  accomplished  by  other  pohtical  actors 
even  when  we  must  judge  that  there  is  much  politi- 
cal responsibility  that  simply  cannot  be  assumed  by 
us.  Anyone  who  is  impressed  only  by  the  immoral- 
ity and  probable  ineffectiveness  of  interventionary 
action  should  sensitize  his  conscience  to  the  immo- 
rahty  and  probable  ineffectiveness  of  noninterven- 
tion. This  is  the  world  which  magistrates  must  some- 
how govern  by  particular  decrees.^ 

It  is  well  and  good  to  exhort  magistrates  of  just 
and  powerful  nations  to  use  power  for  the  protection  of 
weaker  nations.  But  any  decision  to  intervene  or  not  to 
intervene  is  a  policy  decision  that  depends  upon  a  judg- 
ment concerning  the  seriousness  of  a  given  threat. 
Statesmen  must  decide  when  to  "jump  in"  and  when  to 
"stay  out."  Paul  Ramsey  believes  that  the  guideline  for 
decisions  of  this  sort  is  a  pragmatic  calculation.  The 
statesman  "will  count  the  cost  of  one  effect  upon  the 
other.  He  will  ask  how  much  disorder  is  worth  a  calcu- 
lable preservation  or  extension  of  justice."^ 

In  the  1940's,  Christian  realists  such  as  Reinhold 
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Niebuhr  fought  isolationism  within  America  and  urged 
intervention  in  Europe  to  curb  the  aggressive  rise  of 
German  power.  Their  guideline  was  pragmatic.  Thus, 
in  one  era  and  in  defense  of  one  policy  Reinhold  Nie- 
buhr wrote,  "Looking  at  the  tragic  contemporary  scene 
within  this  frame  of  reference,  we  feel  that  American 
Christianity  is  all  too  prone  to  disavow  its  responsibili- 
ties for  the  preservation  of  our  civilization  against  the 
perils  of  totalitarian  aggression."^  In  another  era,  and 
about  an  American  policy  in  Southeast  Asia  strongly 
condemned  by  Niebuhr,  Paul  Ramsey  wrote,  "In  view 
of  the  present  state  of  public  opinion  in  this  country, 
any  President  of  the  United  States  is  at  least  as  apt  to 
fail  to  find  a  way  of  using  available  power  in  a  measure 
commensurate  with  what  should  be  politically  done  as 
he  is  apt  to  use  power  in  excess  of  the  responsibilities 
that  have  devolved  upon  us."*  How  can  the  polemic  of 
one  time  become  such  a  source  of  disagreement  in 
another? 

Some  feel  that  we  move  directly  from  religious 
conviction  to  the  duty  of  intervention.  Writing  of 
American  presence  in  Vietnam  as  a  protection  of  the 
rights  and  aspirations  of  the  South  Vietnamese,  James 
V.  Schall,  S.J.,  has  observed: 

This  is  the  heart  of  the  matter.  For  religion  does  not 
only  teach  that  we  shall  not  kill  and  nothing  else. 
It  also  teaches  us  that  we  shall  be  responsible  for  our 
brother  in  need,  for  our  brother  who  is  suffering 
persecution  and  injustice.  We  know  from  experience 
that  these  two  fundamental  obligations  can  come  into 
conflict.  And  however  free  we  may  be  to  sacrifice 
ourselves  when  we  alone  are  involved,  the  human 
race  has  always  judged  it  to  be  cowardice  when  we 
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sacrifice  someone  else  because  of  our  unwillingness, 
whatever  the  reason,  to  help  when  we  have  the 
power  to  do  so.^ 

This  justifies  our  presence  in  Vietnam  as  an  extension 
of  "this  nation's  historic  mission  to  liberty."  Failure  to 
oppose  the  rise  of  Communism  in  Southeast  Asia 
would,  it  is  held,  be  like  the  compromise  at  Munich. 

Theologians  are  not  alone  in  deriving  policy  from 
moral  imperatives.  Secretary  of  State  Rusk,  thinking  of 
the  Vietnam  conflict  as  resistance  to  the  actions  of 
North  Vietnam  against  South  Vietnam,  has  repeatedly 
spoken  of  our  duty  to  "punish"  aggression.  He  believes 
we  must  show  others  who  might  be  tempted  to  overrun 
their  neighbors  that  violations  of  the  national  sover- 
eignty of  smaller  countries  will  not  be  countenanced 
by  the  powerful  nations  of  the  Western  world. 

The  choice  of  the  term  "punish"  is  significant. 
Rusk  has  not  merely  said  "deter,"  "turn  back,"  or  "stop." 
"Punish"  has  ethical  overtones  and  presumes  that  this 
nation  uses  its  power  for  moral  objectives.  Like  "mak- 
ing the  world  safe  for  democracy,"  the  phrase  "punish 
aggression"  moralizes  our  actions  and  justifies  what  we 
are  doing  with  a  crusade  ethic. 

Many  students  of  world  affairs  realize  that  ap- 
peals to  moral  judgments,  like  those  made  by  Schall 
and  Rusk,  are  vulnerable.  A  war  can  be  either  defended 
or  criticized,  depending  upon  which  kind  of  moral 
teaching  is  invoked  as  the  basis  of  judgment.  They  also 
note  that  moral  convictions  may  lead  to  unfortunate 
rigidity  in  the  conduct  of  foreign  affairs.  In  order  to 
avoid  the  possible  futility  of  moral  disagreement  and 
the  rigidity  of  an  absolutistic  stand,  these  men  turn  to 
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political  calculations  as  a  touchstone  of  decision.  They 
believe  that  a  highly  pragmatic  conception  of  "national 
interest"  should  determine  the  making  of  policy,  and 
trust  that  almost  all  citizens  of  a  pluralistic  society  can 
support  a  policy  that  is  arrived  at  in  this  manner. 

Robert  A.  Gessert,  who  is  interested  in  Christian 
ethics  personally,  but  w^ho  works  in  defense  analysis, 
uses  this  approach  to  analyze  insurgency  warfare  in 
general  and  the  policy  of  American  intervention  in 
Vietnam  in  particular.  We  are  there  because  of  "na- 
tional interest,"  which  requires  us  to  weigh  military 
factors  in  relation  to  political  purposes  in  the  light  of 
available  resources.  While  "other  considerations"  may 
enter  in,  including  the  moral  ideals  of  our  heritage  and 
the  insights  of  religious  ethics,  the  primary  responsi- 
bility of  officeholders  is  to  consider  the  practical  factors 
related  to  national  self-interest.  "If  ethics  is  understood 
to  be  something  other  than  the  search  for  wise  political 
purposes,  militarily  prudent  operations,  and  just  alloca- 
tions of  resources,  then  ethics'  should  be  treated  as 
largely  irrelevant  to  policy  for  dealing  with  any  war."^ 

This  viewpoint  cuts  the  tension,  so  evident  in 
agonized  participation,  between  political  necessity  and 
moral  demand.  Politics  becomes  politics  and  political 
decisions  become  totally  pragmatic  decisions.  The  func- 
tion of  religion  is  to  provide  men  with  the  stamina, 
courage,  and  perspective  to  accept  this  manner  of  de- 
cision-making as  legitimate  and  not  to  impose  upon  the 
enterprise  any  extrinsic  tests  of  right  and  wrong.  In 
short,  there  can  be  neither  moral  nor  theological  judg- 
ments about  war  as  a  problem — only  political  ones.  We 
might  call  this  "transmoral  interventionism." 

Manfred  Halpern,  just  as  politically  concerned 
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about  policy-making  as  Gessert,  finds  the  subordination 
of  moral  factors  untenable: 

The  technicians  of  power,  having  shrewdly  rejected 
the  illusion  that  national  and  individual  morahty  are 
automatically  the  same,  stop  short  and  do  not  see  that 
the  unfinished  task  is  to  relate  national  purpose  to 
the  kind  of  international  justice  that  gives  security 
and  freedom  for  justice  and  love  to  develop  among 
individuals.  Indeed,  they  tend  through  the  presti- 
gious position  of  their  manipulative  power  to  dimin- 
ish the  citizen's  concern  with  love,  till  he  feels  em- 
barrassed by  the  very  mention  of  it  in  a  context  of 
power.  In  the  insecure  world  in  which  we  five,  na- 
tional loyalty  and  sohdarity  have  become  more  pre- 
cious to  most  peoples  than  justice  and  love.  Still,  the 
existence  of  a  nation,  any  nation,  is  not  justified 
except  as  it  and  its  interventions  preserve  and  en- 
hance the  individual's  capacity  to  be  wise,  just,  and 
to  love.'^ 

Halpern  understands  that  the  abstract  moral  con- 
siderations of  theological  morality  do  not  dictate  policy 
directly,  but  he  also  understands  that  the  contributions 
from  such  considerations  may  be  helpful  in  the  forma- 
tion of  policy.  Three  factors — morality,  power,  and 
knowledge — have  equal  importance.  These  three  fac- 
tors correspond  to  what  Gessert  calls  religious  ethics, 
resources,  and  prudential  military  consideration.  But 
Halpern  does  not  subordinate  the  religious/normative 
element  to  the  other  two.  He  warns  just  as  much 
against  a  nihilism  that  simply  manages  the  tactics  of 
conflict  as  against  a  moralism  that  makes  the  ethical 
factor  privileged  in  the  triadic  relationship  between 
morality,  power,  and  knowledge.  Moral  considerations 
must  be  interwoven  into  policy  considerations  but  can- 
not tell  us  what  to  do  without  taking  technical  factors 
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into  account.  Intervention  should  be  limited  to  cases 
where  it  is  politically  viable  as  v^^ell  as  morally  legiti- 
mate. 

Ouentin  Quade,  a  political  scientist  from  Mar- 
quette University,  agrees  with  Halpern  as  to  both 
methodology  and  conclusions.  He  feels  that  decisions 
balancing  the  different  factors  involved  in  matters  of 
policy  must  be  made  by  the  President  in  the  light  of 
the  range  of  data  that  he  alone  possesses.  Moral  princi- 
ples taught  by  church  bodies  must  be  borne  in  mind  as 
he  considers  the  factors  involved,  but  they  do  not  in 
themselves  help  to  make  the  specific  judgments  as  to 
when  intervention  is  politically  wise  and  when  it  is  not. 
Of  the  problem  of  intervention  in  wars  of  national 
liberation  he  notes,  "It  is  not  a  separate  genus  of  prob- 
lem, but  simply  a  species  of  the  traditional  problem  of 
the  legitimate  use  of  national  power. "^  Working  with 
these  assumptions,  Quade  has  concluded  that  our  in- 
tervention in  Vietnam  is  justified  and  feasible  and 
serves  as  a  crucial  deterrent  of  Communist  expansion. 
Such  expansion  will,  if  not  stopped,  run  the  line  to 
other  nations  as  along  aligned  dominoes. 

Just  war  thinking  has  been  used,  as  by  Father 
Schall,  to  favor  a  policy  of  intervention.  It  has  also  been 
used  to  condemn  what  is  being  done.  Peter  J.  Riga,  of 
St.  Mary's  College  in  California,  disturbed  by  the  fail- 
ure of  American  Catholic  bishops  to  condemn  Ameri- 
can policy  in  Vietnam,  addressed  to  them  an  open 
letter  that  said  in  part: 

How  shall  we  justify  the  dropping  of  680,000  tons 
of  bombs  in  1966  alone  (one-half  the  tonnage 
dropped  in  Europe  for  all  of  World  War  II)  on  a 
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small,  non-industrialized  nation  unless  we  are  so 
naive  as  to  beUeve  that  it  is  being  used  against  some 
bridges  and  roads?  How  shall  we  justify  the  spraying 
of  rice  crops  which  make  combatant  and  non-com- 
batant suffer  and  starve  alike?  How  shall  we  justify 
the  use  of  torture  by  those  who  are  our  "allies"?  How 
shall  we  support  a  war  in  which  it  is  conservatively 
estimated,  that,  for  every  soldier  killed,  there  are  at 
least  ten  civihans  destroyed?  How  shall  we  say  that 
our  presence  is  "reasonable"  in  a  country  where 
whole  areas  are  considered  enemy  territories  and 
whole  villages  therein  may  be  bombed  or  shelled? 
How  shall  we  support  a  "presence"  which  makes  of 
that  country  a  house  of  prostitution  and  an  economic 
wasteland  for  the  many  poor  and  destitute?  .  .  . 
We  are  no  longer  in  a  "just  war"  by  any  traditional 
standards — no  matter  what  the  justice  of  the  war 
may  be;  we  are  in  the  area  of  simple  barbaric  slaugh- 
ter where  ideology  and  pride  will  not  permit  us  to 
move  meaningfully  toward  peace.® 

Among  those  who  regard  national  interest  as  a 
guide  to  the  making  of  policy,  there  are  critics  as  well 
as  defenders  of  American  involvement  in  Vietnam. 
Men  such  as  George  Kennan  and  Hans  Morgenthau 
have  opposed  the  very  involvement  which  others,  like 
Gessert,  regard  as  dictated  by  national  interest.  One 
such  Christian  realist,  Samuel  H.  Magill,  stresses  the 
necessity  of  avoiding  moralistic  self-righteousness  in 
the  formation  of  policy.  He  complains  of  fellow  real- 
ists that  they  have  developed  "a  crusading  and  self- 
righteous  stance  toward  those  parts  of  the  world  which 
are  at  odds  with  the  United  States,  whether  they  are 
Communist  or  antagonists  within  the  Western  Alli- 
ance."^" Here  we  discover  one  Christian  realist  com- 
plaining that  other  realists  are  turning  into  crusaders. 
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The  theoretical  frameworks  by  which  men  say  that 
they  make  decisions  about  these  matters  do  not  pro- 
duce predictable  results! 

A  large  group  of  former  agonized  participants 
have  strongly  condemned  our  presence  in  Vietnam. 
They  have  come  to  judge  the  "lesser  evil"  to  be,  not 
continued  conflict  and  escalation  of  the  war  leading  to 
a  defeat  of  Communist  insurgency,  but  de-escalation 
and  eventual  withdrawal.  John  C.  Bennett  has  put  this 
conviction  as  follows :  "We  still  recognize  the  necessity 
for  the  military  ingredient  in  national  power  and  the 
moral  obligation  to  use  power  at  times  to  check  power. 
Yet  we  believe  that  the  circumstances  under  which 
military  power  is  being  used  in  Vietnam  are  sufficiently 
different  from  those  under  which  it  was  used  to  defeat 
Hitler  to  lead  to  quite  different  political  and  moral 
judgments  concerning  the  issues  raised  by  this  war."" 

Bennett  presents  a  long  and  extensive  analysis 
that  involves  many  political  judgments.  It  is  misleading 
to  compare  the  national  socialism  of  one  period  with 
the  international  Communism  of  the  other.  The  first 
posed  a  primarily  military  threat  to  stable  and  estab- 
lished governments;  it  could  be  stopped  by  armed  con- 
flict. The  second  creates  political  and  economic  up- 
heaval within  countries  that  have  minimal  stability;  it 
can  be  countered  only  by  dynamic  alternatives  that 
have  greater  appeal  for  men  in  need.  The  first  was 
monolithically  aggressive;  the  second  has  proven  to  be 
more  open-ended  than  might  at  first  have  been  sup- 
posed. We  even  accept  coexistence  with  related  political 
regimes  as  legitimate  policy  in  many  areas  of  the  world. 
Convinced  of  the  differences  between  Europe  of  the 
I940's  and  Asia  of  the  1960's,  Bennett  has  charged 
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that  "those  who  speak  with  the  most  conviction  in  favor 

of  our  Vietnam  policy  seem  to  us  to  be  blind  to  many 

intangible  factors  in  the  Asian  situation  that  could 

cause  military  successes  to  lead  to  political  and  moral 
defeats."^2 

Most  of  the  editorial  board  of  Christianity  and 
Crisis,  largely  composed  of  men  who  were  agonized 
participants  during  the  Second  World  War,  signed  an 
editorial  on  March  7,  1966,  breaking  with  national 
policy  in  Vietnam  and  asserting  that  we  are  there  "en- 
gaged in  a  war  that  is  destructive  to  the  people  whom 
we  claim  to  be  helping,  to  the  peace  of  the  world,  and 
to  our  best  interests. "^^  The  tactics  we  are  forced  to 
employ  "alienate  and  harm  the  people  we  purport  to 
save."  They  have  charged  that  our  national  prestige  is 
undergoing  great  harm  and  that  our  posture  in  the 
world  is  turning  into  a  socially  reactionary  opposition 
against  the  rising  aspirations  of  oppressed  peoples. 

It  is  a  new  experience  for  most  of  us  to  witness 
such  divisive  disagreement  about  policy  matters,  even 
among  men  who  have  rather  similar  moral  principles 
and  policy-making  assumptions.  The  debate  over 
American  policy  in  Vietnam  shows  that  political  analy- 
sis has  been  no  more  successful  in  settling  the  issues 
that  divide  men  on  questions  of  war  in  the  modern 
context  than  have  been  the  classical  and  traditional 
moral  arguments  about  war  in  the  abstract.  Perhaps 
we  have  arrived,  as  Robert  McAfee  Brown,  Abraham 
J.  Heschel,  and  Michael  Novak  have  called  it,  at  "A 
Crisis  of  Conscience."^*  If  we  are  increasingly  con- 
fronted with  this  profound  divergence  in  our  national 
life,  it  is  likely  to  revolutionize  our  assumptions  about 
the  role  of  a  citizen  in  wartime. 
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Policy  Disagreement  as  a  Cultural  Problem 

Citizens  of  a  democracy  are  generally  accustomed 
to  living  with  divisions  of  opinion  and  with  arguments 
between  advocates  of  different  policies.  We  never  doubt 
the  patriotism  of  those  who  oppose  domestic  programs 
such  as  farm  price  supports,  an  antipollution  bill,  the 
poverty  program,  or  even  a  graduated  income  tax.  At 
times  we  even  overlook  the  little  acts  of  resistance  or 
defiance  which  citizens  frequently  show  toward  consti- 
tuted authority.  But  in  war  it  has  usually  been  differ- 
ent. During  the  two  world  wars  citizens  found  it  not 
only  difficult  but  dishonorable  to  question  the  national 
purpose.  Regardless  of  their  own  contempt  for  law  on 
little  matters,  strident  citizens  have  grown  irate  against 
those  who  do  not  support  the  national  war  effort  to  the 
last  detail.  When  war  has  broken  out,  the  usual  impulse 
has  been  to  "rally  round  the  flag,  boys." 

The  customary  unity  induced  by  patriotism  dur- 
ing wartime  has  been  eroding  under  the  conditions  of 
undeclared  conflict  seen  in  Korea  and  Vietnam.  In  the 
Korean  conflict  a  strongly  bellicose  segment  of  our  so- 
ciety was  upset  by  a  failure  to  pursue  a  war  "to  victory." 
Its  discontent  smoldered  in  frustration  with  a  policy  it 
considered  unworthy.  Nevertheless,  it  was  difficult  to 
do  more  than  complain  about  half  a  loaf  when  advocat- 
ing a  full  one. 

In  the  case  of  Vietnam,  opposition  has  come  from 
those  who  have  regarded  the  national  policy  as  wrong 
in  kind  rather  than  as  inadequate  in  degree.  This  dis- 
agreement has  had  to  express  itself  as  protest  and  has 
become  evident  in  strong  vocal  polemics,  in  vigils,  in 
demonstration  marches,  and  even  in  civil  disobedience. 
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It  has  shown  up  within  the  counsels  of  government. 
Congressmen  and  senators  of  enormous  prestige  and  of 
both  parties  have  been  articulate  critics  of  administra- 
tion policy.  No  call  to  the  flag  has  been  able  to  over- 
come differences  felt  as  profoundly  as  those  about 
Vietnam. 

The  desire  for  consensus  in  periods  of  national  crisis 
is  understandable.  Some  defenders  of  current  policy 
sometimes  cajole  their  critics  by  suggesting  that  criti- 
cism serves  the  cause  of  the  enemy.  Others  are  less  re- 
strained. They  equate  dissent  with  subversion  and  pro- 
duce news  stories  such  as  this : 

Washington,  May  5 — Members  of  the  House  Armed 
Services  Committee  demanded  today  that  the  Justice 
Department  disregard  the  First  Amendment  right  of 
free  speech  and  prosecute  those  who  urge  young  men 
to  defy  the  draft  law. 

"Let's  forget  the  First  Amendment,"  Representative 
F.  Edward  Hebert,  Jr.,  Democrat  of  Louisiana,  told 
Assistant  Attorney  General  Fred  M.  Vinson,  Jr.,  in 
a  loud  voice  during  hearings  on  the  draft. 

"I  know  this  [prosecution]  would  be  rescinded  by  the 
Supreme  Court,"  he  said.  "But  at  least  the  effort 
should  be  made.  It  would  show  the  American  people 
that  the  Justice  Department  and  Congress  were  try- 
ing to  clean  up  this  rat-infested  area."^^ 

One  politician  has  even  suggested,  presumably  in 
seriousness,  that  we  need  to  declare  war  on  North  Viet- 
nam mainly  in  order  to  stifle  dissent  at  home.  A  formal 
declaration  of  war  changes  the  legal  standing  of  certain 
actions.  What  can  be  punished  as  a  misdemeanor  in 
peacetime  becomes  sedition.  Acts  of  defiance  in  the 
Armed  Forces  stemming  forth  as  conscientious  refusals 
to  obey  orders  are  punishable  in  peacetime  by  imprison- 
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ment;  in  wartime,  if  sufficiently  serious,  by  death  for 
treason.  There  are  always  some  men  who  believe  that 
all  a  nation  needs  is  the  "guts"  to  rid  itself  of  peaceniks 
and  it  will  then  have  unity  of  purpose,  but  when  such 
individuals  get  too  numerous  and  powerful  a  country 
is  in  danger  of  going  totalitarian. 

Ironically,  efforts  to  force  a  consensus  by  threats 
and  intimidation  may  be  more  ominous  in  a  country 
racked  by  disagreements  than  in  a  land  with  a  clear 
sense  of  national  purpose.  A  nation  secure  in  the  righ- 
teousness of  its  own  cause  can  tolerate  differences  with 
less  likelihood  of  going  off  balance  than  one  in  which 
disagreement  about  policy  is  vigorous  and  takes  illegal 
forms.  War,  especially  when  a  matter  of  divisive  debate 
within  a  nation,  can  charge  an  atmosphere  with  vin- 
dictiveness  and  produce  conditions  that,  if  not  counter- 
acted, will  prompt  men  to  hold  constitutional  proce- 
dures in  contempt. 

It  is  profoundly  disturbing  to  have  defiant  resis- 
tance to  a  war  take  such  illegal  forms  as  pouring  blood 
on  draft  files  or  blocking  access  to  public  offices.  Indi- 
viduals who  appeal  to  conscience  to  justify  actions  that 
go  beyond  non cooperation  to  overt  disruption  raise  many 
ethical  problems.  Can  any  social  order  tolerate  appeals 
above  its  authority  as  justifications  for  acts  that  would 
disrupt  that  authority?  When  does  moral  duty  legiti- 
mately stand  above  the  law? 

But  it  is  incomparably  more  disturbing  to  find 
officials  who  wield  tremendous  authority  and  influence 
seeking  to  counteract  dissent  by  paralegal  means.  Such 
uses  of  official  power,  however  covert,  subtle,  or  con- 
doned by  the  public,  are  a  greater  threat  to  democratic 
process  than  anything  that  the  single  individual  can 

90 


MORALS    AND    POLICY 

do.  Officials  who  claim  a  higher  impulse  than  the  law 
while  possessing  the  power  of  a  constituted  office  con- 
tradict the  very  grounds  of  their  authority.  Moreover, 
because  they  have  the  power  of  legal  control  they  can 
threaten  the  constituted  safeguards  of  a  democracy  in 
an  altogether  different  way  than  does  the  private  citi- 
zen who  engages  in  civil  disobedience.  Even  the  vaguest 
hints  of  implied  coercion,  whether  from  rumors  that 
government  grants  are  not  continued  for  critiques  of 
administration  policy,^^  from  vague  encouragement  to 
draft  boards  to  take  political  activities  and  outlooks  into 
account  when  granting  deferments, ^^  from  "friendly" 
admonitions  to  public  figures  by  the  FBI,^^  or  from 
policy  scrutiny  and  recording  of  names  and  pictures  of 
public  demonstrators,  can  corrode  the  luster  of  demo- 
cratic society  and  destroy  at  home  the  kind  of  condi- 
tions we  wish  to  be  established  abroad. 

The  American  public  is  divided.  Disagreement  is 
a  cultural  problem  of  major  proportions  and  infects 
every  aspect  of  our  corporate  life.  Howard  Schomer  has 
described  our  condition  as  follows : 

The  American  people  are  morally  strained  and  poHti- 
cally  fractured  today  as  at  no  other  moment  since  the 
Civil  War.  They  do  not  know  how  to  make  peace  in 
the  jungles  of  Vietnam  or  advance  justice  in  the  city 
slums  here  at  home.  They  will  not  again  know  a 
quiet  conscience,  true  political  consensus,  or  even 
basic  national  security  until  they  come  to  terms  with 
the  central  social  fact  of  our  times — the  world-wide 
revolt  of  the  poor  in  this  20th  century.  The  whole 
American  people  need  nothing  in  this  world  more 
urgendy  than  a  better  understanding  of  the  riptides 
of  rival  revolutions  in  which  their  ship  of  state  is 
now  heaving  and  rolling.  ^^ 
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Many  thoughtful  students  of  pohtical  and  social 
trends  believe  that  our  condition  as  a  people  can  be 
greatly  helped  by  the  development  of  a  profound  new 
vision  of  social  change  and  the  role  we  should  play 
within  it.  Manfred  Halpern  believes  that  such  a  vision 
constitutes  the  element  of  knowledge  and  insight  neces- 
sary to  the  making  of  wise  policy  and  has  called  for  a 
new  awareness  of  the  changes  going  on  in  the  world. 
Such  a  vision  "would  allow  us  to  understand  the  funda- 
mental revolutions  now  in  progress  in  the  world,  and 
hence  to  develop  doctrines  of  intervention  relevant  to 
the  politics  of  modernization."^''  Intervention  should  be 
limited  to  cases  where  it  is  politically  viable  as  well  as 
morally  helpful.  Only  long-range  planning  that  con- 
siders factors  above  and  beyond  balances  of  power  can 
help  us  to  respond  intelligently  to  the  social  upheavals 
of  these  times. 

Halpern  believes  that  insights  of  this  sort  belong 
to  the  realm  of  social  knowledge.  He  doubts  that  theo- 
logical ethics  will  help  in  providing  a  new  consensus. 
Charles  West,  on  the  other  hand,  suggests  that  we  must 
develop  nothing  less  than  a  theology  of  social  change 
that  looks  beyond  the  pragmatism  of  political  wisdom, 
that  understands  the  revolutionary  forces  at  work  in 
our  contemporary  world,  and  that  avoids  self-righ- 
teously  polarized  distinctions  between  good  and  evil.^^ 

The  three  statements  about  the  need  for  a  new 
social  vision  made  by  Schomer,  Halpern,  and  West 
come  respectively  from  a  Christian  pacifist,  a  social 
scientist  with  theological  interests,  and  a  nonpacifist 
theologian.  They  bring  together  a  wide  range  of 
thought.  Is  there  any  chance  that  a  nation  might  de- 
velop a  similar  agreement  if  given  the  leadership?  Can 
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we  develop  a  theory  of  social  change  that  fits  with  the 
facts  of  modern  political  conditions?  Can  we  maintain 
a  moral  critique  of  the  means  to  be  employed  in  relating 
to  the  contemporary  world?  Can  we  come  to  even  a 
modest  agreement  about  the  kinds  of  social  change  we 
will  judge  acceptable  and  the  kinds  we  must  resist? 
Can  we  overcome  the  split  between  those  parts  of  the 
world  which  say,  "We  are  on  the  side  of  change,  there- 
fore we  shall  give  our  support  to  any  means  used  to  at- 
tain it,"  and  those  which  say,  "We  are  opposed  to  the 
means  by  which  revolutionary  movements  seek  to  ac- 
complish change,  therefore  we  will  oppose  the  change 
in  order  to  thwart  the  dangerous  means  used  to  fur- 
ther it." 

It  is  not  reassuring  to  realize  how  the  unity  of 
perspective  and  political  consensus  that  served  to  make 
policy  simple  in  the  two  world  wars  were  produced.  It 
was  the  sinking  of  a  ship  rather  than  an  agreement 
about  insights  that  precipitated  American  involvement 
in  the  First  World  War.  The  argument  in  the  early 
1940's  between  isolationist  and  interventionist  was  not 
settled  by  political  or  theological  agreement  upon  values 
and  principles  but  by  the  gut  reaction  of  a  nation  to  a 
sneak  attack  upon  one  of  its  military  bases.  Our  domi- 
nant model  for  the  conduct  of  the  cold  war,  in  which 
we  have  responded  defensively  to  the  threat  of  an  in- 
ternational conspiracy,  may  have  arisen  less  from  a 
public  awareness  of  the  facts  of  international  affairs 
than  from  the  charismatic  power  of  a  leader  like  Win- 
ston Churchill  delivering  an  "Iron  Curtain"  speech  at 
a  propitious  time  in  history. 

Once  a  people  has  developed  the  perspective 
through  which  it  comes  to  view  the  events  of  its  own 
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history  every  episode  naturally  comes  to  be  taken  as  a 
confirmation  of  the  assumptions.  This  process  can  per- 
sist despite  changes  in  the  operative  realities,  and  can 
be  enormously  stifling  to  the  development  of  new  in- 
sights and  liberating  vision.  Our  ideologies  last  longer 
than  the  conditions  that  give  them  birth,  yet  without 
some  ideas  to  guide  our  assessment  of  the  problems  of 
society  we  drift  in  a  sea  of  confusion.  Can  we  ever 
respond  with  creative  leadership  in  the  world  unless  as 
a  nation  we  have  some  idea  as  to  how  we  wish  to  see 
the  future  shaped?  Merely  to  respond  defensively  to 
the  overt  aggressions  of  those  parts  of  the  world  we 
consider  hostile  is  hardly  to  maintain  a  moral  initiative. 
Surely  we  should  not  wait  for  an  enemy  to  perpetrate  a 
blatantly  hostile  action  before  developing  some  con- 
sensus understanding  of  the  positive  obligations  which 
we  ought  to  assume  in  this  hour  of  history. 

But  the  development  of  consensus  is  perhaps  of 
less  importance  to  a  democracy  than  the  maintenance 
and  extension  of  freedom  for  individuals  to  be  obedi- 
ent to  their  highest  moral  impulses.  Only  a  simplistic 
version  of  democracy  prompts  us  to  think  of  counting 
noses  to  determine  what  is  right  and  expecting  all  citi- 
zens to  follow  the  will  of  the  majority.  The  protection 
of  minority  rights  and  the  guarding  of  the  opportunity 
both  to  dissent  and  to  withdraw  from  the  dominant 
policy  of  the  nation  have  been  characteristics  of  the 
American  heritage.  Indeed,  our  nation  has  been  the 
envy  of  the  world  because  it  has  been  a  refuge  from 
consensus  coercion  and  has  in  decades  past  attracted 
to  its  shores  men  in  search  of  freedom  for  their  con- 
sciences. 


94 


MORALS    AND    POLICY 

In  many  past  eras  this  opportunity  has  been 
afforded  by  the  vast  expanses  of  a  rural  agrarian  econ- 
omy lacking  tight  central  jurisdiction.  Policy  disagree- 
ment has  been  weathered  because  the  structures  of 
control  have  permitted  the  deeply  convinced  and  dedi- 
cated dissidents  to  ride  out  the  issue  causing  turmoil  to 
their  conscience.  But  today  the  technical  processes  of 
communication  and  of  governmental  control  find  in- 
creasingly huge  numbers  of  men  under  increasingly 
rigid  scrutiny  of  conduct  and  destiny.  Since  1900 
public  birth  records  have  replaced  the  family  Bible  as 
a  source  of  information  concerning  the  existence  of 
each  citizen,  the  income  tax  (now  enforced  by  an 
"all-knov^^ing"  computer)  keeps  tabs  on  the  resources 
of  each  individual,  and  other  public  agencies  have 
been  created  that  exercise  nearly  total  thoroughness  in 
their  scrutiny  of  individual  activity.  These  combine  to 
force  the  individual  to  reckon  with  the  live  issues  of 
public  policy  as  they  impinge  upon  his  own  under- 
standing of  moral  duty. 

Both  the  political  maturity  and  the  social  desir- 
ability of  a  culture  may  be  measured  in  part  by  the 
extent  to  which  it  can  achieve  a  working  harmony  yet 
maintain  freedom  both  for  dissent  and  for  the  exercise 
of  fidelity  to  individual  conscience.  Compulsion  may  be 
necessary  in  maintaining  orderly  harmony,  but  the 
ideal  of  a  democratic  society  should  be  to  reduce  the 
compulsion  to  the  lowest  point  compatible  with  the 
achievement  of  national  purpose.  A  democracy  should 
provide  each  citizen  with  opportunities  to  contribute 
to  the  social  good  in  ways  that  do  no  violence  to  his 
individual  convictions  concerning  right  and  wrong. 
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Since  the  avenues  for  service  to  the  nation  are 
subject,  as  is  all  life,  to  increasingly  rigid  control  by 
technology,  it  will  require  a  deliberate  effort  by  the 
nation  to  widen  the  margins  of  freedom  for  conscience. 
The  need  for  such  broadening  is  especially  acute  in  a 
time  of  great  debate  about  the  moral  legitimacy  of 
armed  conflicts.  To  maintain  such  freedom  may  be 
even  more  crucial  to  the  health  of  our  society  than 
finding  some  consensus  about  our  role  in  history,  and 
the  need  for  it  even  stronger  when  the  consensus  we 
might  hope  to  have  continues  to  elude  us.  There  is  no 
more  pressing  need  in  the  present  juncture  of  our 
national  history  than  to  devise  deliberate  ways  to 
widen  the  margins  for  conscientious  disagreement 
about  participation  in  war  further  than  they  have  been 
opened  at  any  previous  period  in  our  history. 
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In  the  fall  of  1940  a  small  group  of  students  at  Union 
Theological  Seminary  in  New  York  refused  to  register 
under  a  newly  enacted  draft  law.  Eligible  for  exemp- 
tion as  theological  students — or,  declining  that,  as 
conscientious  objectors — they  chose  to  make  an  open 
and  public  stand  against  a  law  they  considered  morally 
wrong.  The  student  cabinet,  responding  to  the  tension 
produced  within  the  seminary  community  by  this  il- 
legal protest,  issued  a  resolution  that  said  in  part: 
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On  registration  day,  some  of  us  will  register  in  sup- 
port of  the  Selective  Service  Act.  Some  will  register, 
taking  their  stand  within  the  provisions  of  the  act,  as 
conscientious  objectors.  Some  will  present  to  govern- 
ment officials  a  statement  of  their  inabihty  conscien- 
tiously to  register  under  the  act. 
We  of  the  student  cabinet  affirm  that,  regardless  of 
our  disagreements  and  in  some  cases  of  our  strong 
opposition  to  policies  of  others,  we  will  hold  in  re- 
spect and  reverence  those  who  in  sincerity  and  hu- 
mihty  maintain  their  loyalty  to  conscience,  and  will 
strive  through  prayer  and  devotion  in  the  difficult 
days  ahead  to  maintain  in  love  the  community  of  the 
Christian  faith.^ 

In  contrast,  during  the  fall  of  1967  a  divinity 
school  student  from  Yale  joined  several  classmates  in 
turning  in  draft  cards  to  the  Department  of  Justice  as 
a  protest  against  American  policy  in  Southeast  Asia. 
The  deferment  of  the  student  was  canceled  and  his 
father  announced  to  the  papers  that  the  son  was  no 
longer  welcome  at  home.  He  even  expressed  a  wish  for 
the  youth  to  change  his  name.  The  father,  a  fighter 
pilot  in  the  Second  World  War,  explained  his  attitude 
by  remarking,  "They're  either  loyal  Americans  or 
they're  not."^ 

Conscience  in  wartime  creates  problems  for  the 
individual,  for  the  voluntary  association,  and  for  the 
state.  Each  must  decide  in  the  face  of  differences  that 
run  to  the  very  deepest  level  of  human  commitment 
how  to  respond  to  persistent  disagreements.  The  in- 
cidents just  cited  are  both  similar  and  different.  In 
one,  fellowship  was  maintained  within  a  community 
despite  a  profound  and  painful  cleavage;  in  the  other, 
there  was  a  tragic  rupture  of  one  of  the  most  basic 
human  relationships.  Even  if  men  cannot  bring  them- 
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selves  to  agree  upon  the  moral  and  policy  issues  regard- 
ing war,  they  can  determine  whether  or  not  to 
maintain  freedom  for  diverse  decisions  and  to  preserve 
fellowship  with  one  another  in  the  face  of  differences. 


Freedom  of  Conscience  as  a  Legal  Privilege 

The  clash  between  the  claim  of  the  community 
and  the  promptings  of  individual  conscience  reaches 
an  apex  in  the  case  of  disagreement  concerning  mili- 
tary service.  From  the  perspective  of  the  state  it  seems 
that  every  individual  owes  a  contribution  to  the  com- 
mon defense.  How  else  can  a  sovereign  political  unit 
maintain  the  strength  to  ward  off  attacks?  From  the 
standpoint  of  the  pacifist,  however,  the  demand  that 
he  violate  his  own  highest  scruples  seems  ultimately 
immoral. 

Unlike  speed  limits,  regulations  of  commerce, 
and  even  taxes,  which  make  claims  upon  but  limited 
aspects  of  a  person's  behavior  and  resources  (and 
which  can  be  avoided  by  making  proper  readjustments 
in  one's  style  of  life),  military  service,  if  entered  at  all, 
cannot  be  given  conditionally.  It  takes  away  from  men 
the  freedom  to  determine  their  daily  acts  by  their  own 
moral  standards.  For  this  reason  it  has  often  been  a 
problem  for  conscience,  especially  with  the  advent  of 
modern,  highly  efficient,  conscription.  Many  nations 
have  come  to  realize,  sometimes  by  perceptive  wisdom 
but  too  often  from  bitter  experience,  that  provisions 
must  be  made  for  exempting  those  with  sincere  scru- 
ples against  military  service  if  rancor  and  injustice  to 
sensitive  spirits  are  to  be  avoided. 

As  early  as  the  sixteenth  century  Holland  and 
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New  Zealand  excused  Mennonites  from  liability  under 
conscription,  and  France  did  so  in  the  eighteenth  cen- 
tury. Under  American  law  during  the  First  World 
War,  members  of  historic  peace  churches  could  claim 
exemption.  More  recently,  as  in  Great  Britain  during 
the  First  World  War,  and  in  the  United  States  begin- 
ning with  the  Selective  Service  Act  of  1940,  any  per- 
son opposed  to  participation  in  war  on  the  basis  of 
"religious  training  and  belief"  has  been  eligible  for 
alternative  types  of  service. 

In  some  cases  the  machinery  for  handling  regis- 
trants claiming  this  exemption  has  been  separate  from 
the  regular  draft  system;  in  other  places,  related  to  it. 
In  some  cases  men  have  been  assigned  noncombatant 
service  in  the  Armed  Forces  and  in  other  cases  civilian 
service  under  independent  agencies.  In  some  nations 
these  two  kinds  of  service  have  both  been  assigned, 
depending  upon  the  nature  of  the  registrant's  objec- 
tions. 

The  task  of  determining  sincerity  and  of  assigning 
conscientious  objectors  to  alternative  service  is  not 
easy.  Their  stand  is  never  popular,  especially  when 
other  men  are  being  forced  against  their  will  to  enter 
military  service.  The  devices  available  for  determining 
who  is  sincere,  especially  when  one  deals  with  young 
men  who  arrive  at  pacifist  convictions  within  churches 
that  tolerate  both  the  objector  and  the  sincere  parti- 
cipant, are  often  quite  difficult  to  apply.  The  treatment 
of  a  conscientious  objector  can  consume  time  that  is 
greatly  disproportionate  to  that  needed  to  handle  other 
cases  (particularly  if  draft  boards  try  to  cajole  and 
persuade  a  young  man  to  see  "the  futility  and  error"  of 
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his  ways).  When,  through  a  faulty  induction  or  late- 
blossoming  conviction,  conscientious  objectors  end  up 
under  military  authority,  the  problems  created  are 
enormous. 

Provision  for  conscientious  objection  to  war  has 
evolved  in  American  practice  as  a  matter  of  legislative 
discretion,  granted  at  the  behest  and  under  conditions 
specified  from  time  to  time  by  the  Congress.  We  came 
very  close  to  having  the  privilege  of  conscientious  ob- 
jection written  as  a  guarantee  in  the  Bill  of  Rights. 
James  Madison  included  a  provision  guaranteeing  the 
right  of  conscientious  objection  within  the  amend- 
ments he  proposed  for  the  Constitution  in  1787,  but 
his  suggestion  was  defeated  by  those  who  believed 
that  such  an  amendment  would  deprive  Congress  of 
the  necessary  discretion  needed  to  maintain  a  militia. 
Subsequently,  often  in  response  to  the  suffering  under- 
gone for  the  sake  of  conscience,  we  have  managed  to 
get  some  legislative  provision  for  the  freedoms  we 
nearly  obtained  as  a  constitutional  right. 

In  the  middle  of  the  1800's,  exemption  from 
military  duty  could  be  purchased  by  members  of  "peace 
churches"  for  the  payment  of  a  substitution  fee  of 
$300.  In  1917  members  of  such  "peace  churches" 
were  granted  status  as  conscientious  objectors,  but  had 
to  perform  some  alternative  service.  While  56,830 
claims  were  recognized  in  that  period,  only  20,873 
were  inducted  into  service  as  physically  and  otherwise 
qualified.  Noncombatant  service  was  rendered  by 
many  men  in  the  quartermaster,  engineer,  and  medical 
corps.  Of  those  refusing  all  military  service,  3,989 
men  went  to  special  camps,  some   1,500  were  fur- 
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loughed  to  farm  work,  and  450  were  imprisoned  by 
military  courts  and  sometimes  treated  harshly  by  the 
authorities. 

The  Selective  Service  and  Training  Act  of  1940 
granted  general  exemption  for  two  forms  of  conscien- 
tious objection.  It  provided  those  who,  like  Seventh- 
Day  Adventists,  oppose  only  combat  status  with  assured 
assignment  to  noncombatant  service.  This  has  been 
defined  by  presidential  authority  as  service  in  the  med- 
ical corps  and  does  not  involve  training  with  or  use 
of  weapons.  For  others,  the  act  provided  for  Civilian 
Public  Service  in  camps  set  up  by  peace  churches  and 
supervised  by  the  Selective  Service  System.  The  Act 
of  1940  also  made  the  basis  for  claims  individual  con- 
viction rather  than  identification  with  a  peace  church. 
In  specifying  who  could  claim  exemption,  the  law  set 
forth  three  criteria:  (1)  religious  training  and  belief; 
(2)  sincerity  of  conscience;  and  (3)  total  pacifist  con- 
victions. The  provision  of  the  1940  law  has  been  car- 
ried into  the  1948  and  1967  reenactments  in  these 
terms : 

Nothing  contained  in  this  title  shall  be  construed  to 
require  any  person  to  be  subject  to  combatant  train- 
ing and  ser^dce  in  the  armed  forces  of  the  United 
States  who,  by  reason  of  religious  training  and  belief, 
is  conscientiously  opposed  to  participation  in  war  in 
any  form. 

Under  the  law  of  1940  some  young  men  claimed 
exemption  on  grounds  that  did  not  entail  association 
with  religion  in  the  more  customary  sense  of  belief  in 
a  Supreme  Being.  The  "political"  objectors,  often  trou- 
blesome to  the  draft  system  in  the  process  of  classifica- 
tion and  induction,  met  with  less  public  favor  than 
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"religious"  objectors.  Congress  became  concerned  to 
avoid  exempting  those  whose  motivations  stemmed 
from  political  conviction  and  in  1948  included  this 
specific  definition  of  "religious  training  and  belief": 

An  individual's  behef  in  a  relation  to  a  Supreme 
Being  involving  duties  superior  to  those  arising  from 
any  human  relation  .  .  .  [which]  does  not  include 
essentially  pohtical,  sociological,  or  philosophical 
views  or  a  merely  personal  moral  code. 

It  should  have  been  obvious  from  the  start  that 
this  definition  of  religion  would  cause  trouble.  To  re- 
gard only  a  belief  in  a  Supreme  Being  as  religious  was 
to  exclude  many  world  views  that  think  of  themselves 
as  fully  convictional  in  character  and  hence  also  en- 
titled to  the  provisions  of  the  law.  As  written,  the  law 
made  special  provision  for  one  form  of  religion  to  the 
exclusion  of  others  and  hence  raised  constitutional 
issues. 

In  1965,  the  famous  Seeger  case  reached  the 
Supreme  Court.  Daniel  A.  Seeger  claimed  exemption 
as  a  religious  person  but  refused  to  affirm  his  belief  in 
a  Supreme  Being.  The  Second  Court  of  Appeals,  in 
ruling  on  his  case,  held  that  the  1948  law  violated  due 
process  and  was  unconstitutional  by  the  fifth  amend- 
ment because  it  favored  one  form  of  religion  over 
another.  But  the  Supreme  Court  evaded  the  constitu- 
tional question  by  suggesting  the  Congress  had  in- 
tended to  separate  all  religious  objection  in  general 
(including  nontheistic  types  of  religious  objection) 
from  political,  philosophical,  and  sociological  (i.e., 
nonreligious)  objection.  Seeger  was  granted  his  status 
as  a  conscientious  objector  by  a  curious  casuistry  that 
attributed  to  Congress  understandings  at  best  inferen- 
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tial  (and  more  likely  downright  contradictory)  to  the 
language  of  the  act.  The  key  test  became  whether  the 
belief  in  question  "occupies  in  the  life  of  its  possessor 
a  place  parallel  to  that  filled  by  the  God  of  those  ad- 
mittedly qualifying  for  the  exemption."^  While  this 
decision  is  now  mainly  of  historical  interest  because 
the  troublesome  "Supreme  Being"  clause  was  omitted 
when  the  act  was  extended  in  1967,  the  issues  it  raises 
may  still  have  to  be  dealt  with  in  other  configurations. 
The  semantic  tangles  here  could  become  enormous. 
What  would  be  the  status,  for  example,  of  a  Christian 
theist  determined  to  base  his  case  upon  a  "nonreli- 
gious"  interpretation  of  a  Christianity  for  a  "world 
come  of  age"? 

While  religious  training  and  belief  constitute  the 
first  test  for  exemption,  two  other  tests  are  also  im- 
posed. The  second  is  sincerity  or  honesty  of  conviction. 
This  is  difficult  to  measure.  The  burden  of  proof  seems 
to  rest  upon  the  registrant  to  establish  his  sincerity.  In 
filing  a  claim  for  recognition  as  a  conscientious  objec- 
tor, the  registrant  is  required  to  submit  Form  150, 
which  details  his  background,  religious  training  and 
activity,  and  the  basis  of  his  convictions.  This  form  also 
calls  for  references  who  can  vouch  for  sincerity.  Two 
questions  on  the  form  are  designed  to  explore  into  the 
thinking  of  the  person  making  the  claim.  The  first  of 
these,  "Do  you  believe  in  a  Supreme  Being?"  was  di- 
rectly pertinent  under  the  1948  law  but  may  not  be 
entirely  legitimate  under  the  judicial  reinterpretations 
of  that  law  or  the  revisions  subsequently  made  in  it. 
As  part  of  this  question  the  registrant  is  asked  to  ex- 
plain how  his  religious  belief  leads  to  an  opposition  to 
war. 
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The  second  question  on  Form  150,  which  deals 
with  the  central  question  of  theological  outlook,  asks, 
"Under  what  circumstances,  if  any,  do  you  believe  in 
the  use  of  force?"  In  practice  those  who  can  answer 
this  with  a  resounding  "none"  are  likely  to  find  their 
claim  most  readily  sustained.  This  is  because  the  third 
test  for  exemption  is  opposition  to  war  in  any  form. 
Those  who  can  honestly  affirm  a  belief  that  the  use  of 
force  is  never  morally  justified  generally  run  the  best 
chances  of  being  granted  status  as  sincere  objectors. 

But  the  language  here  is  imprecise.  A  registrant 
might  answer  that  he  believes  in  the  use  of  force  to 
pry  the  lid  off  a  can  of  paint  yet  be  completely  opposed 
to  all  forms  of  war.  He  might  even  believe  in  the  use 
of  force  by  civilian  police  and  still  be  opposed  to  armed 
conflict  between  nations.  Draft  boards  and  even  schol- 
ars who  deal  with  these  matters  have  tended  to  sup- 
pose that  opposition  to  all  uses  of  force  is  a  prerequisite 
for  sincerity  as  a  conscientious  objector.  They  have 
thus  confused  the  issue.  In  the  court  case  Annett  v. 
U.S.  this  confusion  was  clarified.  Upholding  the  right 
of  a  person  to  claim  conscientious  objection  while  also 
admitting  the  legitimacy  of  killing  in  self-defense,  the 
Tenth  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  declared,  "The  mere 
fact  that  he  was  willing  to  fight  in  defense  of  his  own 
life  does  not  mean  that  he  did  not  have  good  faith 
religious  scruples  based  upon  the  teachings  of  his 
church  against  the  command  of  his  country  to  go  to 
war  and  kill  therein."^ 

While  an  opposition  to  the  use  of  all  force  makes 
a  consistent  pacifism,  it  does  not  necessarily  make  a 
valid  test  of  sincerity.  The  courts  have  rightly  counter- 
manded the  judgments  of  Selective  Service  officials 
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who  have  taken  opposition  to  all  use  of  force  to  be  a 
prerequisite  to  classification  as  a  conscientious  objector. 
War  is  but  one  form  of  force,  a  very  violent  and  ulti- 
mate form  that  raises  special  moral  issues.  Ralph  Potter 
has  rightly  suggested  that  the  only  pertinent  considera- 
tion is  the  attitude  of  the  objector  to  war,  which  is  but 
one  subspecies  of  violence. 

The  courts  have  enforced  more  precise  adherence  to 
the  words  of  the  statute.  The  statute  itself  might 
have  been  more  precise.  The  military  service  law  of 
the  Federal  Republic  of  Germany  states  specifically 
that  "whoever  is  opposed  on  grounds  of  conscience  to 
participation  in  every  use  of  weapons  between  states 
and  therefore  refuses  active  mihtary  duty  with  weap- 
ons may  perform,  in  place  of  military  duty,  a  civilian 
alternative  service  outside  the  Federal  defense  force." 
Reference  to  the  specific  case  of  the  "use  of  weapons 
between  states"  makes  it  possible,  even  necessary,  to 
separate  the  issue  of  objection  to  wars  "between 
states"  from  other  instances  of  resort  to  violence. 
Such  phrasing  would  help  to  forestall  the  practice  of 
employing  absolute  rejection  of  all  uses  of  violence 
as  the  effective  criterion  of  eligibility  for  conscien- 
tious objector  status.^ 

The  legal  provisions  for  conscientious  objection 
under  existing  United  States  law  are  based  upon  the 
premise  that  only  those  who  completely  and  totally 
reject  the  use  of  war  should  be  given  alternative  kinds 
of  service.  These  provisions  do  not  care  for  those  who 
regard  a  particular  war  as  unjust  while  still  holding  to 
a  belief  that  under  some  circumstances  war  can  be  a 
legitimate  instrument  of  national  policy.  But  the  posi- 
tion of  an  individual  in  the  latter  category  has  had,  as 
we  have  seen,  as  long  and  fully  as  honorable  a  standing 
in  Christian  teaching  as  has  opposition  to  all  wars. 
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When  the  present  draft  law  was  considered  in 
the  spring  of  1967  there  was  a  brief  flurry  of  discus- 
sion about  the  possibility  of  providing  for  conscientious 
objection  to  particular  war.  A  presidentially  appointed 
Advisory  Commission  on  Selective  Service  had  before 
it  two  proposals  for  modifying  the  ways  of  defining 
and  dealing  with  conscientious  objection.  One  pro- 
posal started  from  the  premise  that  the  duty  (not 
merely  the  right!)  to  object  to  a  particular  war  on 
moral  grounds  has  an  even  greater  significance  in  the 
religious  heritage  of  the  Western  world  than  does  a 
sectarian  objection  to  all  wars.  It  suggested  that  the 
present  requirement  of  absolute  pacifism  be  stricken 
from  the  law  and  that  in  its  stead  a  young  man  be  re- 
quired to  defend  his  objection  to  war,  whether  in  terms 
of  all  wars  or  some  wars,  before  a  competent  panel 
charged  to  determine  his  sincerity  (but  not  his  "cor- 
rectness" on  the  moral  or  policy  question).  This  pro- 
cedure was  believed  to  have  distinct  advantages  for 
the  moral  tone  of  the  nation  because  "young  men 
would  be  required  to  reflect  on  the  issues  of  war  and 
peace,  under  the  guidance  of  their  mentors,  and  thus 
[be]  enabled  properly  to  form  their  consciences  at  an 
early  age."^ 

The  second  proposal  felt  that  the  issues  should  be 
dealt  with  in  the  following  manner: 

First,  the  provisions  of  the  present  law  should  be  re- 
tained for  the  absolute  pacifist.  Second,  those  whose 
objection  is  not  against  war  in  all  forms,  but  against 
a  particular  conflict,  should  be  given  a  more  narrow 
option.  They  should  be  excused  from  combatant 
service,  but  they  should  be  required  to  serve  in  a 
noncombatant  military  capacity,  under  conditions  of 
hardship  and  even  of  hazard,  and  perhaps  for  a 
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longer  period  (for  example,  3  years).  This  latter 
option  should  be  liberally  conceded  to  those  who 
elect  it,  but  without  the  requirement  that  they  show 
affirmative  proof  that  their  objection  to  combatant 
service  is  on  properly  moral  grounds/ 

The  proposal  to  extend  the  provisions  of  the 
Selective  Service  Act  to  permit  conscientious  objection 
to  particular  wars  raises  complex  problems  that  a  ma- 
ture society  ought  to  face  fairly  and  realistically.  But 
witnesses  who  appeared  before  the  House  Armed  Serv- 
ices Committee  on  May  5,  1967,  to  testify  on  the  sub- 
ject do  not  seem  to  have  been  heard  with  a  willing 
openness  to  explore  the  issues.  A  representative  from 
the  Methodist  Board  of  Christian  Social  Concerns  was 
asked  (or  told)  in  the  course  of  the  exchange:  "There 
are  only  two  ideologies  in  the  world.  One  is  represented 
by  Jesus  Christ  and  the  other  by  the  hammer  and  sickle. 
Which  do  you  prefer?"  Another  witness,  from  a  Quaker 
group,  was  asked,  "Are  you  now  or  have  you  even  been 
a  member  of  the  Communist  party  of  the  United 
States?"^ 

Such  short  shrift  for  a  venturesome  idea  is  not 
too  surprising.  Congress  often  trails  behind  the  moral 
outlook  of  thoughtful  segments  of  the  society.  What  is 
more  discouraging  is  to  find  otherwise  informed  and 
sensitive  men  caricaturing  the  suggestion.  In  an  ad- 
vertisement that  appeared  in  The  New  York  Times 
under  the  sponsorship  of  Freedom  House,  Inc.,  the  fol- 
lowing proposition  was  set  over  several  prominent 
signatures : 

[Our  people,  including  the  critics  of  the  Vietnam 
war,  should  reject  as  a  fantasy  the  proposition]  that 
military  service  in  this  country's  armed  forces  is  an 
option  exercisable  solely  at  the  discretion  of  the  indi- 
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vidual.  No  nation  anywhere,  now  or  in  the  past,  has 
ever  recognized  that  principle.  Those  who  urge  indi- 
vidual defiance  on  moral  grounds  merely  betray  the 
genuine  tenets  of  conscientious  objection  which  our 
people  respect.^ 

Tucked  in  with  several  others,  this  statement  was  de- 
signed to  question  the  manner  in  which  protests 
against  the  war  in  Vietnam  were  being  conducted.  It 
may  have  been  aimed  at  direct  violations  of  the  draft 
law  such  as  filing  of  admittedly  false  claims  for  con- 
scientious objection  as  a  means  of  evading  service.  Still, 
it  was  unfortunate  because  it  gave  support  to  the  feel- 
ing that  selective  objection  is  by  its  very  nature  whim- 
sical, careless,  and  shallow. 

More  genuine  difficulties  were  cited  in  a  majority 
report  from  the  same  Commission  whose  minority  had 
advanced  the  two  proposals  for  allowing  for  objection 
to  specific  wars.  The  majority,  in  voting  to  suggest  re- 
tention of  the  requirement  that  conscientious  objection 
be  based  upon  opposition  to  all  forms  of  war,  noted  five 
considerations:  First,  they  felt  that  there  is  too  much 
difficulty  in  finding  agreement  about  Christian  teach- 
ing in  situations  where  men  draw  distinctions  between 
different  wars.  Secondly,  they  maintained  that  any 
minority  opposed  to  a  particular  war  should  express  its 
concerns  through  normal  political  channels  and  claim 
no  exemption  from  the  consequences  of  a  majority  de- 
cision. Thirdly,  that  selective  objection  to  war  might 
open  the  doors  to  selective  objection  to  other  laws  and 
tear  down  the  fabric  of  government.  Fourthly,  the 
majority  of  the  Commission  felt  that  it  was  morally 
dubious  (presumably  as  proposed  in  the  second  alter- 
native) to  permit  a  selective  pacifist  to  avoid  combat  in 
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a  war  he  regards  as  unjust  yet  to  perform  noncombat- 
ant  service  in  its  support.  Lastly,  they  declared  that  "a 
determination  of  the  justness  or  un justness  of  any  war 
could  only  be  made  within  the  context  of  that  war  it- 
self," and  that  to  open  the  door  for  men  in  the  Armed 
Forces  to  make  such  judgments  would  have  a  disas- 
trous effect  upon  the  morale  of  the  Armed  Forces.^" 

Significant  extensions  of  freedom  are  not  easily 
legislated  especially  under  the  duress  of  war  and  when 
the  supporters  of  such  ideas  are  disorganized  and 
largely  inarticulate.  Fresh  ideas  must  be  seeded,  in- 
cubated, and  then  nourished  to  fruition  by  sustained 
advocacy.  Often  it  requires  crisis  conditions  to  drama- 
tize the  existence  of  a  problem  and  martyrs  to  make 
visible  the  injustices  and  difficulties  in  the  status  quo. 

Support  for  the  right  of  objection  to  particular 
wars  has  not  been  without  advocacy.  In  May,  1966, 
the  178th  General  Assembly  of  The  United  Presby- 
terian Church  U.S.A.  urged  Congress  "to  examine  new 
proposals  for  universal  service  to  the  end  that  those 
who  cannot  conscientiously  serve  in  a  particular  war 
may  give  alternative  service  to  the  nation,"  but  the 
subsequent  General  Assembly  flinched  in  its  support. 
In  February,  1967,  the  General  Board  of  the  National 
Council  of  Churches  adopted  a  policy  statement  rec- 
ommending the  extension  of  present  provisions  for 
conscientious  objection  to  include  "those  who  are  con- 
scientiously opposed  to  a  particular  war."  In  the  sum- 
mer of  1967  the  General  Synod  of  the  United  Church 
of  Christ  went  on  record  in  favor  of  the  same  pro- 
visions. 

Roger  Shinn  made  a  careful  presentation  before 
the  Senate  Armed  Services  Committee  urging  favor- 
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able  consideration  for  some  provisions  in  the  law  to 
deal  with  the  selective  objector.  He  took  account  of 
some  of  the  objections  to  the  proposal,  avoided  specify- 
ing any  precise  ways  to  implement  it,  and  stressed  the 
importance  of  the  matter  in  relationship  to  our  heritage 
of  freedom : 

The  proposal  we  offer  would  make  a  real  difference 
to  our  society,  even  to  our  national  honor.  We  would 
be  saying  to  ourselves  and  to  the  world  ,  .  .  "This  is 
the  kind  of  people  we  are — a  people  who  beheve  in 
freedom  of  conscience  even  when  it  is  inconvenient." 

Societies  are  stronger,  although  not  always  more  com- 
fortable, if  they  keep  aHve  the  right  of  conscientious 
dissent.  The  difficulties  they  agree  to  accept  in  the 
process  are  the  evidence  of  their  devotion  to  free- 
dom.^^ 

Ralph  Potter  has  suggested  that  those  seriously 
committed  to  the  extension  of  the  provisions  for  con- 
scientious objection  must  spell  out  more  clearly  than 
they  have  yet  been  able  to  do  the  criteria  by  which  ex- 
emptions might  be  claimed.  They  should  suggest  pro- 
cedures for  measuring  the  sincerity  of  conscience  if 
the  present  administrative  test  of  objection  to  all  vio- 
lence (which  is  not  truly  a  test  of  sincerity)  is  rendered 
irrelevant.  Many  of  the  more  reasonable  opponents  of 
selective  objection  might  be  persuaded  to  change  their 
minds  if  they  could  see  how  such  a  system  would  work. 

Some  countries  seem  to  have  succeeded  with  ways 
of  treating  conscience  that  are  much  more  liberal  than 
the  present  American  pattern.  In  the  midst  of  the  last 
war,  with  passions  running  high,  Britain  exempted 
some  men  whose  opposition  to  the  war  was  selective. ^^ 
"The    Scandinavian    countries    (Denmark,    Sweden, 
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Norway  and  Finland)  grant  conscientious  objector 
status  to  anyone  who  as  proof  of  sincerity  will  serve 
alternative  civilian  service  for  a  longer  time  than  is 
required  for  military  duty."^^ 

Although  there  may  be  administrative  problems, 
the  main  obstacle  to  American  recognition  of  the  right 
of  conscience  to  object  to  a  specific  war  is  probably 
that  strand  of  bellicose  patriotism  which  looks  upon 
military  service  as  the  only  significant  contribution  to 
the  national  welfare.  All  thoughtful  men,  even  though 
divided  on  the  moral  issue  of  war  in  general  and  Viet- 
nam in  particular,  can  help  to  cultivate  a  new  climate 
in  which  various  sacrificial  contributions  to  the  tre- 
mendous social  needs  of  our  nation  and  the  world 
would  be  accorded  equal  acceptance. 

Conscience  and  the  Uses 
OF  Civil  Disobedience 

Even  the  most  enlightened  nations  can  fail  to 
make  the  provisions  of  their  laws  sufficiendy  broad  to 
care  for  all  cases  of  conscientious  objection  to  war. 
Moreover,  there  is  always  the  possibility  that  rigid  and 
arbitrary  administrative  practices  will  deny  the  relief 
intended  by  the  law  in  the  case  of  a  particular  indi- 
vidual. Under  such  circumstances  the  truly  conscien- 
tious objector  has  little  choice  but  "to  obey  God  rather 
than  man."  This  choice  is  the  final  refuge  of  the  con- 
science. 

Disobedience  of  the  law  can  also  be  a  political 
device  designed  to  embarrass  or  to  disrupt  the  func- 
tionings  of  society.  When  so  used,  either  as  a  means  of 
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witness  against,  or  as  an  instrument  of  resistance  to, 
existing  policy,  its  moral  meaning  is  entirely  different. 
Civil  disobedience  of  this  sort  should  be  understood  as 
a  form  of  power,  is  basically  "militant,"  and  is  likely  to 
elicit  very  different  responses  from  public  opinion  and 
existing  authority. 

The  first  of  these  uses,  involving  acceptance  of 
punishment  for  refusal  to  obey  an  order  that  is  con- 
trary to  conscience,  may  not  even  be  a  case  of  "civil 
disobedience."  The  obedience  to  the  state  remains,  but 
expresses  itself  as  willingness  to  accept  the  penalties  of 
the  law  rather  than  to  violate  the  dictates  of  conscience. 
All  the  structures  of  constituted  authority  remain 
acknowledged.  There  is  no  attempt  at  escape  or  sub- 
version. Indeed,  actions  taken  on  these  grounds  can 
become  the  means  for  instigating  one  of  the  impressive 
lawful  processes  of  civilization — judicial  review  of  the 
constitutionality  of  legislation  and  of  administrative 
fairness  in  its  enforcement. 

Civil  disobedience  to  a  lawful  order  is  a  precondi- 
tion for  taking  the  case  of  an  aggrieved  conscience  be- 
fore the  courts.  It  might  be  used,  for  example,  to  extend 
and  modify  provisions  for  conscientious  objection  to 
include  the  selective  objector.  What  seems  presently 
impossible  to  attain  through  legislative  process  might 
come  about  by  judicial  review.  The  1948  Selective 
Service  Act  was  modified  to  cover  nontheistic  objection 
by  such  a  process,  though  in  the  Seeger  case  the  Su- 
preme Court  dodged  the  constitutional  issue  by  reach- 
ing a  ruling  based  upon  administrative  considerations. 

The  constitutional  issue  in  the  case  of  selective 
objection  centers  around  the  fact  that  the  exemption 
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for  those  who  are  rehgiously  opposed  to  all  wars  favors 
one  religious  position  and  excludes  an  equally  religious 
one.  It  is  no  more  religious  to  object  to  all  wars  on 
grounds  of  conscience  than  to  object  to  a  particular 
war  on  the  same  grounds.  Since  Congress  is  enjoined 
from  passing  legislation  that  favors  one  religion  over 
another,  the  present  law  may  plausibly  be  considered 
unconstitutional. 

We  do  not  know  whether  the  Supreme  Court 
would  agree  to  review  a  case  of  professed  objection  to 
a  particular  war.  It  cannot  be  required  to  do  so.  To 
test  this  issue  would  require  the  most  careful  planning. 
It  would  entail  finding  an  individual  of  impeccable 
character  and  unquestioned  religious  sincerity  who  is 
not  deferrable  on  other  grounds  and  whose  opposition 
to  but  one  particular  war  is  well  articulated.  He  would 
need  to  apply  for  exemption  as  a  conscientious  objec- 
tor, filling  out  the  questionnaire  with  sufficient  care  to 
center  the  issue  on  selective  refusal.  He  would  need  to 
have  his  claim  denied  by  the  authorities  for  the  specific 
reason  in  question,  exhaust  all  appeal  and  administra- 
tive procedures,  and  finally  take  his  case  to  court  with 
the  full  realization  that  he  might  lose  the  whole  process 
and  have  to  spend  time  in  jail  or  else  admit  his  insin- 
cerity. 

In  similar  cases,  arising  from  men  already  in  uni- 
form who  have  developed  doubts  about  the  moral  legit- 
imacy of  war  after  entering  service,  the  Court  has 
consistently  refused  to  accept  appeals.  The  Court 
seems  to  respect  a  long-established  precedent  for  per- 
mitting executive  decisions  during  wartime  to  stand 
even  when  there  are  genuine  and  pressing  problems  of 
legality  involved.  Fred  P.  Graham  has  bluntly  warned: 
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This  tradition  underscores  the  regrettable  fact  that 
wars  are  exercises  of  power,  not  law.  In  the  jargon 
of  the  courts,  questions  about  the  conduct  of  wars 
tend  not  to  be  "justiciable" — susceptible  to  resolution 
in  the  courts — and  nobody  seriously  expects  the 
Supreme  Court  to  resolve  them.^* 

The  Court's  refusal  to  hear  cases  of  conscientious  ob- 
jection to  particular  war  from  military  personnel  does 
not  necessarily  mean  that  it  will  refuse  to  hear  such 
cases  from  civilians. 

Military  personnel  do  not  escape  the  problems 
that  involve  possible  disobedience  for  the  sake  of  con- 
science. Our  Government  has  given  its  official  support 
to  the  proposition  that  individuals  are  responsible  for 
wartime  actions  that  violate  standards  of  humane  be- 
havior. As  a  party  to  the  war  crime  trials  at  Nuremberg 
it  has  endorsed  in  principle  the  Charter  by  which  Nazi 
war  criminals  were  brought  to  justice.  Article  8  of  that 
Charter  declares,  "The  fact  that  the  Defendant  acted 
pursuant  to  order  of  his  Government  or  of  a  superior 
shall  not  free  him  from  responsibility,  but  may  be 
considered  in  mitigation  of  punishment  if  the  Tribunal 
determines  that  justice  so  requires." 

An  Army  field  manual  published  in  1956  put 
together  sections  from  the  Uniform  Code  of  Military 
Justice,  United  States  laws,  and  treaty  obligations  to 
guide  the  soldier  on  the  law  of  land  warfare.  Among 
the  practices  listed  as  war  crimes  are:  making  use  of 
poisoned  or  otherwise  forbidden  arms;  treacherous  re- 
quest for  quarter;  maltreatment  of  dead  bodies;  firing 
on  localities  that  are  undefended  and  without  military 
significance;  poisoning  of  wells  or  streams;  pillage  or 
purposeless  destruction;  killing  without  trial  spies  or 
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other  persons  who  have  committed  hostile  actions.  A 
soldier  ordered  to  do  any  of  these  acts  is  obliged  to 
resist  his  orders  or  else  become  a  war  criminal." 

While  it  is  easy  to  specify  such  crimes  abstractly, 
in  the  concrete  situations  of  military  duty  it  is  difficult 
to  be  sure  whether  or  not  an  order  is  unjust.  Moreover, 
the  soldier  is  more  impressed  with  the  obligation  to 
obey  his  orders  than  with  the  responsibility  to  weigh 
and  evaluate  their  moral  legitimacy.  Soldiers  in  mod- 
ern guerrilla  wars  know  of  repeated  incidents  that 
border  on  violations  of  morally  defensible  practice  and 
of  international  law.  They  shrug  these  off  as  part  of 
the  dirty  business  of  war  under  modern  conditions. 
When  three  enlisted  men  were  brought  to  trial  for 
shooting  a  defenseless  war  prisoner  in  Vietnam,  The 
Ne^u  York  Times  reported  that  other  members  of  the 
same  platoon  "appeared  quite  startled  that  the  murder 
of  a  prisoner  of  war  whose  hands  are  bound  behind  his 
back  could  be  a  war  crime. "^^  While  such  trials  are  rare, 
and  generally  do  not  decisively  determine  that  the 
punishable  actions  were  done  under  superior  orders,  it 
often  turns  out  that  enlisted  men  involved  are  pun- 
ished and  officers  who  may  have  given  the  orders  are 
acquitted. 

Moreover,  the  man  in  service  may  very  well  have 
heard  of  Captain  Howard  Brett  Levy,  a  medical  officer 
who  refused  to  train  Green  Berets  for  duty  which  he 
deemed  at  odds  with  the  standards  enunciated  in  inter- 
national laws.  He  was  sentenced  to  three  years  at  hard 
labor  and  dismissal  from  the  service  for  willful  dis- 
obedience of  orders,  seeking  to  promote  disloyalty,  and 
culpable  negligence.   Captain  Levy  appealed  to  the 
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Nuremberg  principles  and  to  medical  ethics  (which 
are  presumably  established  on  a  more  objective  basis 
than  a  personal  moral  code)  in  his  defense.  His  appeals 
to  the  courts  have  been  unsuccessful. 

The  reluctance  of  military  authorities  to  permit 
individuals  to  refuse  orders  on  the  grounds  of  con- 
science is  easily  understood.  But  how  can  we  reason- 
ably expect  men  of  another  country  (after  we  have 
vanquished  it)  to  stand  trial  as  war  criminals  yet  in 
our  own  Armed  Forces  refuse  relief  and  judicial  review 
to  those  who  appeal  to  conscience  in  resisting  unjust 
orders?  Unless  we  carefully  rethink  these  issues,  we 
will  find  ourselves  in  a  moral  and  legal  quagmire  of 
attitudes  that  are  at  best  inconsistent  and  possibly 
hypocritical. 

The  moral  issues  raised  by  the  use  of  civil  dis- 
obedience as  an  instrument  of  social  protest  or  of  polit- 
ical power  are  very  different  from  those  which  arise 
when  civil  disobedience  is  used  as  the  last  refuge  of 
conscience.  Civil  disobedience  that  is  employed  to  em- 
barrass or  to  thwart  the  political  processes  of  govern- 
ment is  potentially  disruptive.  Even  though  the  tactics 
are  intended  to  be  nonviolent,  they  amount  to  coercion 
and  often  interfere  with  the  free  exercise  of  conscience 
by  others.  Whatever  the  validity  of  conscience  as  a 
basis  for  refusing  to  obey  orders  that  are  morally  un- 
acceptable to  the  individual,  appeals  "above  the  law  or 
to  a  higher  law"  to  justify  essentially  coercive  strategies 
become  an  entirely  different  matter. 

Symbolic  acts,  such  as  the  burning  of  draft  cards 
in  a  public  ceremony,  probably  stand  somewhere  be- 
tween the  category  of  refusal  to  violate  one's  own  con- 
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scientious  scruples  and  the  use  of  civil  disobedience  as 
a  social  pressure.  Such  actions  simply  make  vivid  cer- 
tain issues  the  public  might  otherwise  ignore.  They  are 
more  likely  to  be  grating  and  annoying  than  a  clear 
and  present  danger.  Coercive  actions,  however,  such 
as  blocking  the  doors  of  induction  centers  or  the  access 
of  fellow  students  to  military  information  officers, 
move  even  farther  along  the  spectrum. 

William  Robert  Miller,  writing  months  before  the 
outbreak  of  resistant  civil  disobedience  in  the  anti- 
Vietnam  movement,  and  viewing  these  matters  as  a 
longtime  and  sympathetic  student  of  nonviolence,  seri- 
ously questioned  the  legitimacy  of  civil  disobedience 
used  as  a  tool  of  political  coercion : 

Is  it  compatible  with  the  spirit  of  nonviolence  to  run 
from  the  police,  to  use  bodily  force  to  break  through 
a  police  cordon,  to  refuse  to  obey  or  resist  arrest  by 
physical  noncooperation,  compelling  the  poHce  to 
push  or  carry  the  noncooperator?  Such  actions  seem 
closer  to  the  insurrectionary  anarchism  of  Sorel  and 
Bakunin  than  to  anything  envisaged  by  Thoreau, 
despite  his  talk  of  clogging  the  machinery  of  state. 
When  such  methods  are  invoked  in  the  name  of 
nonviolence  without  a  context  of  broad  popular  sym- 
pathy as  a  cushion,  the  psychological  repercussions 
can  be  very  damaging.  Gandhi  advised  great  care  and 
prudence  to  avoid  inciting  or  needlessly  antagonizing 
the  authorities,  and  for  the  same  reasons  such  acts 
can  also  alienate  both  moderate  sympathizers  and  the 
neutral  public  or,  given  a  revolutionary  situation, 
imdermine  respect  for  lawful  order  in  general  and 
promote  irresponsible,  inflammatory  responses  lead- 
ing to  chaos.  In  the  case  of  an  isolated  individual  it 
may  be  Avritten  o£E  as  fanaticism,  but  when  contem- 
plated as  part  of  a  campaign,  mass  civil  disobedience 
is  dynamite. ^^ 
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Those  who  would  resort  to  civil  disobedience  as  a 
protest  against  governmental  policies  may  acknowledge 
all  the  dangers  to  which  Miller  points.  But  since  they 
are  not  pacifists  by  persuasion,  they  do  not  look  upon 
such  problems  with  the  same  sense  of  moral  difficulty 
as  would  a  vocational  pacifist.  Many  of  the  most  active 
dissenters  were  raised  upon  the  view  that  Christians 
will  exercise  power  and  influence  in  the  political  arena 
and  accept  the  compromises  that  go  with  this  respon- 
sibility. They  have  turned  to  civil  disobedience  out  of 
frustration  with  the  established  processes  of  political 
decision,  showing  a  courage  and  fortitude  to  engage  in 
forms  of  protest  that  may  lead  to  punishments  even 
though  as  individuals  many  have  not  been  directly 
liable  to  service  in  a  conflict  they  consider  unjust. 

Opposition  to  war  from  peace  movements  has 
seldom  stopped  a  nation  from  pursuing  a  military 
policy  upon  which  it  has  embarked. ^^  The  logic  of 
conflict  and  the  power  of  war  to  perpetuate  itself  once 
a  nation  decides  to  use  violence  have  usually  been  too 
strong  for  any  minority,  however  determined,  to  re- 
verse. Perhaps  the  nonpacifist  opponents  of  a  particu- 
lar war  vdll  prove  that  an  adamant  minority  can  alter 
national  policy  if  they  have  the  requisite  tenacity  in 
dissenting  from  a  national  policy,  but  they  may  also 
escalate  the  quarrel  into  disruptions  of  social  trust  and 
order.  Conscientious  refusals  to  obey  orders  that  violate 
the  scruples  of  conscience,  when  attended  by  quiet 
acceptance  of  the  punishments  involved,  place  public 
officials  in  the  posture  of  persecutors.  On  the  other 
hand,  when  such  officials  resist  coercive  tactics  that 
threaten  the  orderly  conduct  of  government  they  ap- 
pear to  the  public  as  defenders  of  a  civil  order  that  is 
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very  dear.  Under  such  circumstances  public  sentiment 
can  lash  back  upon  the  dissenting  minority.  Those  who 
turn  to  civil  disobedience  must  bear  in  mind  how  such 
disobedience  will  affect  the  public  welfare,  lest  in  de- 
votion to  a  single  moral  imperative  they  rend  society 
apart. 

But,  if  society  is  to  remain  resilient  and  healthy, 
great  care  must  be  exercised  by  public  officials  in  meet- 
ing civil  disobedience.  They  must  not  succumb  to  the 
temptation,  whatever  the  public  clamor,  to  give  demon- 
strators the  harsh  stick  of  the  law  merely  because  "they 
have  it  coming  to  them."  While  officials  cannot  let  a 
small  group  get  its  way  simply  because  it  musters  the 
resolve  to  make  an  issue,  neither  should  they  develop 
a  self-righteousness  in  defense  of  order  that  escalates 
into  vindictive  hostility.  It  is  one  thing  to  be  firm;  it  is 
another  to  become  fanatical. 

Toward  Mature  and  Fair  Inclusion 

War  fires  the  passions  to  fever  heat.  Both  those 
who  believe  that  it  is  a  necessary  instrument  of  honor- 
able survival  and  those  who  believe  that  it  contradicts 
all  humane  morality  hold  their  views  with  intense  con- 
viction. This  deep  conviction  reflects  the  extent  to 
which  war  is  a  problem  of  conscience.  It  can  breed 
estrangement  from,  and  distrust  of,  those  who  do  not 
come  to  the  same  conclusions.  Few  divisions  of  opin- 
ion can  disrupt  human  relationships  more  tragically 
than  those  involving  morality  and  policy  in  times  of 
conflict. 

Opposition  to  war  can  no  longer  be  dismissed  as 
a  freak  minority  opinion  that  can  be  discounted  in 
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getting  on  with  the  business  of  church  and  state.  If  we 
have  been  able  in  the  past  to  ignore  problems  raised  by 
the  presence  of  moral  opposition  to  war,  we  can  no 
longer  do  so  in  the  future.  The  times  call  for  a  new 
set  of  responses,  and  the  history  of  the  period  through 
which  we  are  now  passing  may  well  be  written  in 
terms  of  how  well  we  build  constructive  policies  that 
recognize  a  radically  disturbing  division  of  dedicated 
opinion. 

Any  nation  that  can  afford  the  luxury  of  unprece- 
dented prosperity  and  affluence  while  conducting  wars 
across  the  seas  ought  also  to  be  able  to  broaden  the 
freedom  it  can  afford  to  give  sincere  conscience.  If  we 
can  have  guns  and  jets  as  well  as  bread,  butter,  and 
new  appliances  without  limits,  can  we  not  also  manage 
world  responsibilities  without  driving  young  men  from 
our  land  to  escape  the  moral  dilemmas  that  some  of 
them  sincerely  feel  to  flow  from  living  in  this  one?  If 
the  voluntary  system  works  for  allocating  material 
resources  to  a  limited  war,  why  can't  it  be  made  to 
work  for  manpower?  To  develop  a  less  coercive  system 
than  we  have  at  present  would  be  a  small  price  to  pay 
for  providing  a  dedicated  and  highly  motivated  seg- 
ment of  our  young  people  with  a  constructive  alterna- 
tive to  protest,  resistance,  and  withdrawal. 

The  church  must  come  to  recognize  that  its  own 
spiritual  health  demands  a  frank  acceptance  of  the 
plurality  of  conviction  and  witness  that  is  within  its 
fellowship.  To  the  extent  to  which  any  church  aims  to 
be  inclusive,  whether  as  a  local  parish  or  as  an  ecu- 
menical body,  it  must  now  take  into  account  the  range 
of  conviction  on  the  morality  of  war  that  is  a  present 
fact  of  the  contemporary  situation.  Groups  that  are  too 
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monolithic  in  their  witness,  whether  as  "peace 
churches"  or  as  "supportive  establishments,"  will  for- 
feit that  quality  of  inclusion  which  has  traditionally 
been  cherished  by  most  Christians  as  a  mark  of  the 
church.  To  maintain  inclusiveness  under  contempo- 
rary conditions  requires  an  embrace  of  diversity  far 
greater  than  anything  deliberately  cultivated  in  the 
past. 

For  churches  to  take  seriously  the  demand  for 
inclusion  under  such  conditions  may  require  some  self- 
accepted  restraints.  Those  bodies  which  would  identify 
the  cause  of  Christ  with  the  policy  objectives  of 
"hawks"  must  stop  trumpeting  their  jingoistic  wares 
with  the  implied  sanction  of  the  Almighty.  "Doves" 
vdll  also  find  themselves  restrained  from  that  self- 
righteous  confidence  which  exudes  so  readily  from  the 
breasts  of  those  who  see  themselves  alone  as  the  peace- 
making children  of  God.  If  this  restraint  does  no  more 
than  bring  an  end  to  banal  self-confidence  about  what 
is  "moral"  and  what  is  "immoral"  in  particular  state- 
ments made  on  religious  grounds,  it  will  significantly 
sober  the  atmosphere. 

This  is  to  plead  for  neither  silence  nor  inaction. 
Obviously  it  is  no  service  to  God  or  to  the  cause  of  his 
church  to  sweep  these  issues  under  the  rug.  Woe  to 
that  church  whose  secretary  told  a  visiting  preacher, 
after  a  sermon  on  Vietnam:  "I'm  sorry  you  came!  You 
got  us  all  so  upset!"^^  Rather,  it  is  to  plead  for  responsi- 
ble discussion  of  these  issues  without  obscuring  their 
perplexity  with  excessively  enthusiastic  partisanship. 
Individuals  should  speak  their  pieces  remembering 
that  the  counsels  of  religious  men  do  not  command 
credence  simply  because  tibey  are  made  in  the  name  of 
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faith.  Voluntary  associations  gathered  together  for  sup- 
port of  a  particular  point  of  view  should  speak  out. 
They  deserve  to  be  attentively  heard  by  other  Chris- 
tians, particularly  to  the  extent  to  which  their  pro- 
nouncements are  sober,  thoughtful,  informed,  cogent, 
and  judiciously  fair.  In  order  for  the  church  to  open  its 
heart  and  mind  to  points  of  view  on  all  sides,  the  points 
of  view  must  be  advocated! 

The  church  should  encourage  dialogue  on  an 
informed  level,  engender  creatively  new  thinking  about 
the  points  of  disagreement  and  divergence  of  moral 
judgment  found  among  its  members,  and  explore  the 
alternatives  that  might  be  pursued.  All  of  this  requires 
that  it  should  be  at  least  as  concerned  with  the  tone  and 
maturity  of  pronouncement  on  either  side  of  the  war/ 
peace  issue  as  it  is  with  the  substantive  judgments  they 
represent.  The  trite,  the  cheap,  the  inflammatory,  and 
the  unreflective  plea  on  either  side  of  an  issue  are  more 
to  be  condemned  than  any  particular  policy  decision. 
Those  who  do  their  homework  on  problems  of  inter- 
national aff^airs  and  who  write  about  them  with  depth 
and  perception  deserve  encouragement — not  because 
they  are  "responsible"  in  the  sense  of  supporting  par- 
ticular points  of  view  but  because  they  bring  insights 
to  tasks  performed  maturely.  Those  who  advocate 
particular  policies  with  emotive  and  passionate  hom- 
ilies should  be  called  up  short  even  if  they  may  be 
"right"  from  a  particular  point  of  view.  Merely  to  de- 
clare, without  reference  to  historical  criteria  or  canons 
of  moral  judgment,  that  a  particular  war  is  "unjust" 
exhibits  a  hortatory  and  declaratory  judgment  that  can 
too  easily  be  accepted  or  rejected  rather  than  examined 
and  debated.  Such  a  procedure  hardly  improves  upon 
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the  unreflective  and  emotional  support  for  war  that 
has  all  too  commonly  come  to  be  expected  of  Christian 
bodies  that  are  enslaved  by  their  culture. 

Let  us  encourage  our  preachers  to  consider  con- 
troversial issues  of  morality  and  of  policy  from  the 
pulpit.  Let  them,  in  turn,  acknowledge  the  right  of 
hearers  to  hold  their  own  convictions.  Let  us  insist  that 
our  ministers  of  education  treat  these  problems  in 
church  school  and  youth  groups,  lest  we  rear  young 
men  who  reach  eighteen  (and  their  first  draft  ques- 
tionnaire) without  ever  having  been  exposed  to  the 
issues.  Let  us  encourage  church  boards,  agencies,  and 
assemblies  to  explore  these  matters,  but  to  make  pro- 
nouncements in  such  a  way  as  not  to  insist  by  implica- 
tion that  Christians  have  but  one  mind  about  these 
questions. 

Finally,  we  should  give  very  special  guidance  to 
all  members  of  the  church  concerning  the  cultivation 
of  that  candor  and  spiritual  charity  which  enables 
men  to  live  with  one  another  despite  disagreement. 
Those  who  decide  they  must  conscientiously  support 
or  engage  in  armed  conflicts  must  be  expressly  taught 
not  to  succumb  either  to  hatred  for  an  enemy  abroad 
or  to  intolerance  for  those  with  whom  they  disagree  at 
home.  Those  who  find  themselves  unable  to  partici- 
pate in  war  must  be  helped  to  overcome  the  spiritual 
temptations  that  affect  individuals  who  find  them- 
selves cut  off  from  those  cultural  enthusiasms  and 
rituals  which  give  a  sense  of  belonging  to  the  general 
community. 
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